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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
No other Institution in American society serves a more diverse 
public, is governed by so broad a base of benefactors, operates in such a 
complex arena, and has so much expected from it as does the American 
public school. Education occupies an important position in American life 
as the cornerstone of the cultural, technical, and spiritual heritage of 
society. That importance was highlighted again in the 1980s, when there 
were numerous national and state reports focused on the current status of 
education as an important part of the present and future of the United 
States (Erion, 1985). 
The report of the National Commission of Excellence in Education 
summarized the dilemma facing the school in A Nation at Risk: 
Our preeminence in commerce, industry, science, and 
-technological innovation is being challenged by competitors 
world-wide. While we can take justifiable pride in the 
historical accomplishments of our schools and colleges, the 
educational foundations of our society are being eroded by a 
rising tide of mediocrity that threatens our very future as a 
nation and people. What was unimaginable a generation ago has 
begun to occur--others are matching and surpassing our 
educational attainments. Our society appears to have lost sight 
of the basic purposes of schooling, and of high expectations and 
disciplined effort needed to attain them. Individuals who lack 
the levels of skill, literacy, and training essential to the new 
information age will be effectively disenfranchised from 
material rewards and from full participation in national life. 
A major effort must be mounted by public and private schools, 
colleges and universities, to improve education. (National 
Commission of Excellence in Education, 1983) 
The Task Force for Economic Growth stated: "Improved education in 
America is crucial to our national survival. New alliances must be formed 
among educators, businesses, labor leaders, legislators, universities, and 
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parents to improve public education, grades K-12" (Education Commission of 
the States, 1983). 
The attention of policy makers and other opinion leaders has 
converged almost exclusively on organizational matters that have so badly 
fragmented the governance of our schools : the consolidation of school 
districts, loss of local control, the impact of collective bargaining, 
methods of finance, the increased role of state and federal government, 
and the controversial role of the courts. All these issues are worthy of 
discussion and probably influence the overall achievement levels of the 
students in our schools, but the primary focus should be on other issues: 
declines in reading comprehension, proliferation of nonacademic subjects, 
the classroom and home climate, and the amount and quality of instruction 
and instructors (Shapiro, 1988). 
According to researchers, there are many components that affect the 
achievement level of students (Brookover, Beady, Flood, Schweitzer, & 
Wisenbaker, 1979; Edmonds, 1979). Through their research, investigators 
have identified characteristics found in effective schools that are not 
found in schools that are not effective. Although there are many elements 
that make up an effective school district, one of the key elements for 
student success is being in an atmosphere or climate that says "this is a 
place to leam. " 
Sweeney (1988) wrote that school district climate "is a term used to 
describe how people feel about working and learning in their organization" 
(p. 1). Taylor (1991) concluded that climate revolves around perceptions 
and reflects attitudes about how people feel about working in the 
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organization. Denison (1990) stated that climate is "a common perception, 
or a common reaction, of individuals to a situation. Climate should be 
used to refer to a set of conditions that exist and have an impact on 
individuals' behavior although the existence of these conditions can often 
only be determined by perceptual data" (p. 24). It is these perceptual 
data which are sought by the present investigation. 
The school system is a very complex organization. How is a good 
climate created in a school system? The characteristics found in 
effective schools help influence the climate that says "this is a place to 
learn." Self-reporting instruments have been widely used to measure the 
climate perceptions of a school system. These instruments have been most 
commonly administered to teachers, principals, and students. Community 
members are rarely given an opportunity to express their opinions about 
the effectiveness of the school system as they perceive it. 
For years, many school administrators have not wanted much community 
input about their school system. Times are changing quickly, however. 
Today many administrators realize the vital linkage between the school 
system and the community. At the same time that community members want 
more input regarding their school system, research indicates the need for 
community involvement to improve educational quality. Community members 
interested in schools are motivated by their perceptions of the school 
system, yet their perceptions are seldom considered. This study is one 
attempt to consider those community perceptions. 
Who are community members? The community members, for purposes of 
this study, include every adult person living in a given school district. 
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The community members were divided into six categories. The six 
categories include gender, level of education, household income, race, 
family status, and their children's school status. Each of these groups 
has different interests in the school and may view the school system 
differently. 
Research, or the paucity of research in this area, supports a need to 
develop an instrument to measure community members' perceptions of the 
school system, Wilson (1985) maintained "there is a shortage of validated 
instruments that assess school conditions and also provide useful feedback 
for staff members" (p. 50). 
Purpose of Study 
The purpose of this study was to develop, pilot test, and administer 
an instrument to assess the pattern of community members' shared 
perceptions of the effectiveness of a school system. 
Among the observers of the school system is the group consisting of 
community members. There are very few instruments available for surveying 
community members regarding their opinions or perceptions of the school 
system when the questions are based on what current research identifies as 
characteristics or correlates found in effective schools. The purpose of 
assessing community members regarding the different correlates of 
effectiveness of the school system is to determine their perceptions on 
what the school system is like. 
A specific survey was developed to measure the correlates as 
perceived by community members. Edwards (1957) suggested that the 
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researcher should construct his/her own attitude scale when there is no 
scale suited for his/her purpose. This survey will extend the range of 
data available to educators as they go about assessing the effectiveness 
of schools in their communities. The intent of the study is not to 
provide data for comparing one school's constituents with another but to 
identify areas the community members see as being completed to their level 
of expectation, and areas seen as not meeting their expectation, so that 
adaptations can be made to improve the entire program. 
Research Hypotheses 
The following hypotheses were developed to determine if the community 
members' perceptions differ regarding the actual and expected correlates 
of effectiveness as perceived within the school system. To clarify, this 
survey asks the respondents if they see a difference between what research 
says school should be doing and what schools are doing in actual practice. 
1. There is no significant difference between community members' 
perception of the effective school correlates and their commit­
ment to or support of the school system. 
2. There is no significant difference between community members' 
perception of the actual practice and research recommendations 
regarding the mission of the school system. 
3. There is no significant difference between community members' 
perception of the actual practice and the research recommenda­
tions regarding home/school relationships in the school system. 
4. There is no significant difference between community members' 
perception of the actual practice and the research recommenda­
tions regarding the time/opportunity to learn in the school 
system. 
5. There is no significant difference between community members' 
perception of the actual practice and the research recommenda­
tions regarding instructional leadership in the school system. 
6. There is no significant difference between community members' 
perception of the actual practice and the research recommenda­
tions regarding the high expectations of students and staff in 
the school system. 
7. There is no significant difference between community members' 
perception of the actual practice and the research recommenda­
tions regarding frequent monitoring of student performance in the 
school system. 
8. There is no significant difference between community members' 
perception of the actual practice and the research recommenda­
tions regarding a safe and orderly environment in the school 
system. 
The data gathered from this instrument may be used to help the school 
system's employees view the school system from different points of view as 
expressed by different groups of community members. 
Improving student achievement requires school district employees to 
be well informed. How community members perceive the school often 
dictates how they feel about the school system. That feeling is, more 
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often than not, transmitted to students as well as school employees. 
Therefore, it behooves school employees to know how the school system is 
perceived so they can make the necessary adjustments that will improve the 
school system. Identifying and correlating weaknesses in a school system 
is a prerequisite to improved student achievement. 
Howard, Howell, and Brainard (1987) suggest that data should be 
gathered from teachers, students, administrators, support staff, and 
parents based on their perception of how things are or how they feel about 
them. These researchers realize that data must be collected in order to 
determine if an improvement project has been effective over a period of 
time. McLean (1988) declares that "surveys are an important diagnostic 
tool in the organization development" (p. 1). The school district 
employees will be able to focus upon adjusting the gap between the 
community's perception of the actual school performance and the expected 
school performance. 
The objectives for developing the instrument for community members in 
the present investigation were (a) to provide data that can be compared to 
the school district employees' perceptions of the school system, (b) to 
provide data to diagnose reasons for the discrepancies between school 
district employees' and community members' perceptions of the school 
system, and (c) to measure the difference between community perceptions of 
the actual and the expected practice regarding the effective school 
correlates within a school system. These objectives provided the 
underlying framework for designing an instrument to determine shared 
perceptions of community members. 
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Significance of Problem 
This study will be useful because school district employees will be 
able to collect and gather data regarding the correlates of effectiveness 
that exist in their school system as currently perceived by community 
members. These data will allow the school district employees to evaluate 
the school system with the assistance of community members. Measurement 
of community members' perception gives district employees another 
dimension to understanding their school system. Many instruments assess 
perceptions from teachers, students, and administrators. There is, 
unfortunately, a shortage of instruments to measure the perceptions of 
community members when the questions are based on what current research 
identifies as characteristics found in effective schools. 
All school district employees contribute greatly to the perception of 
the school system. Sang (1985) contends that 90% of the public attitude 
toward school systems is determined by school district employees. Fox et 
al. (1973) comment: 
School personnel can affect positively the nature and the 
wholesomeness of the school's climate. If it is inadequate, the 
fault rests with them, and the failure is a direct reflection 
upon the administrator as a climate leader, (p. 121) 
Basic Assumptions 
The basic underlying assumptions for this study's approach to develop 
an instrument to measure community members' perceptions are described 
below: 
1. Accurate descriptions of climate require multiple measures (Jones 
& James, 1979). 
9 
2. The community member was knowledgeable and aware of his/her 
perceptions of the school system and was willing to express them. 
3. The community member was honest in his/her responses to the 
instrument designed. 
4. Self-reported measures of perceptions from community members are 
based on their experiences and reflect the reality of the school system as 
they know it. 
5. A school climate which facilitates learning is an a priori 
condition for enhancing/improving academic excellence (Sergiovanni, 1987). 
6. Assessing the climate of a school is antecedent to producing 
school improvement (Dumaresq & Blust, 1981). 
Definition of Terms 
The following definitions will be used in this investigation: 
1. Attitude : Refers to a preference along a dimension of 
favorableness to unfavorableness to a particular group, institution, 
concept, or object. . . . (Sax, 1974). 
2. Belief: Refers to a state or habit of mind in which trust or 
confidence is placed in some person or thing (Webster's Ninth New 
Collegiate Dictionary, 1983). 
3. Opinion: Refers to a view, judgment, or appraisal formed in the 
mind about a particular matter (Webster's Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary, 
1983). 
4. School climate: Refers to a relatively enduring pattern of 
shared perceptions about characteristics of the school district and its 
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staff that contribute to student satisfaction, productivity, and 
achievement (Keefe, Kelley, & Miller, 1985). 
5. Community member: Refers to every adult person living in a given 
school district. 
6. Correlates of effectiveness : Refers to the characteristics or 
elements found in schools that were successful. 
Methods and Procedures 
A self-report instrument to assess community members' perceptions of 
a school system was developed. Eight dimensions of effectiveness, drawn 
from a review of literature, were examined. The eight dimensions included 
mission, home/school relationships, time/opportunity to learn, instruc­
tional leadership, high expectation of students and staff, frequent 
monitoring of student performance, a safe/orderly environment, and 
community involvement. 
The perceptions of community members were analyzed in terms of six 
categories: (a) sex, (b) level of education, (c) household income, 
(d) race, (e) family status, and (f) children's school status. The 
composite perception of the dimensions of effectiveness in the school 
system was compared to each category of community members. 
The response options for the questionnaire were arranged on a dual, 
five-point, Likert-type scale which measures the discrepancy between the 
perceptions of the actual and the expected. The actual refers to what 
schools are doing in practice and the expected refers to what research 
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says schools should be doing. A Likert-type scale was used to obtain mean 
scores for each of the six community subgroups used in the survey. 
A prototype of the instrument was sent to ten community members who 
do not have children in school and to ten parents who do have children in 
school. A five-member panel of experts from Iowa State University 
critiqued the instrument. It was also pilot-tested in a Current Practices 
of a Superintendent class held at Iowa State University in Ames, Iowa. 
The recommendations and suggestions were incorporated as appropriate into 
the final instrument. The instrument was administered to a random sample 
in a representative community in north central Iowa. 
In order to determine if there were statistically significant 
differences among the six variables in community perceptions of the school 
system, the two-tail t-test was used. The .05 level of significance was 
used for all eight hypotheses. Where inferential tests were not 
appropriate, descriptive data were used for comparison and discussion. 
Delimitations 
The broad objective of the investigation was to measure community 
members' perceptions of the effectiveness of their public school system. 
This study was limited to a convenience sampling of one community of 
30,144 residents. The name of the community is Mason City, Iowa, and it 
is the largest city in an area predominantly rural. The population is 
very stable, with small numbers of racial minorities. Since the students 
tend to be a relatively homogeneous group, the results of this study may 
not apply to urban or racially mixed schools. 
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The random selection of subjects was limited to those found in the 
Mason City telephone directory. The telephone directory listing did not 
necessarily follow the boundaries of the Mason City school district. If 
residents had unlisted telephone numbers or no telephone, they did not 
have a chance to be part of the sample. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
There is very little literature to review regarding input by 
community members on their perceptions of the effectiveness of their K-12 
public school when the input centers around effective characteristics as 
defined by the current research. Therefore, the focus of this chapter 
highlights what constitutes an effective school. The effective schools 
research has identified at least seven correlates that are found in 
effective schools but are not found in schools that are not effective. 
The effective schools movement was spearheaded by the late Ronald 
Edmonds. In 1972, Ronald Edmonds and John Fredericksen conducted a 
research project on the "Identification of Instruetionally Effective and 
Ineffective Schools." As the title indicates, the purpose of the study 
was to identify instructional characteristics found in effective schools 
that were not found in schools that were not effective. The subjects of 
the study were 11,368 students of the Lansing, Michigan school district. 
The Michigan Educational Assessment Program tests were administered in the 
fall of the student's 4th and/or 7th grade year. The reading and math 
scores were used as performance criteria. 
Edmonds was credited for identifying five of the seven effective 
school characteristics discussed in this chapter. The five 
characteristics or correlates include mission, instructional leadership, 
high expectations, frequent monitoring, and safe/orderly environment. 
Tomlinson (1981) contributed to the addition of parent involvement and 
time-on-task to the list of correlates. Other studies played an important 
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role in identifying characteristics or correlates found in effective 
schools. The Michigan Department of Education's Cost Effectiveness Study 
(1976) and the Brookover et al. study of Elementary School Climate and 
School Achievement (1976) were focused on educational variables or 
correlates that were under the control of the school and important to the 
quality of pupil performance. In response to these two studies, the 
Michigan Department of Education asked W. B. Brookover and L. W. Lezotte 
to study a set of Michigan schools to identify characteristics or 
correlates found in effective schools that were not found in schools that 
were not effective. 
At least three caveats concerning the correlates have been included 
by Edmonds, Brookover, and Lezotte. Whether or not their followers heeded 
the warnings is another matter. The three caveats are as follows: 
1. The correlates are not causal. 
"2, All correlates are necessary for effectiveness. 
Individual correlates are not predictive of student 
success. 
3. The original research focused on poor children, inner-
city children, mostly minority children, in only the 
subjects of reading and mathematics at the elementary 
grade level. 
Because of the contributions made to the effective schools movement 
by Edmonds, Brookover, Lezotte, and Tomlinson, the literature which 
identifies characteristics or correlates found in effective schools has 
been profoundly impacted by these pioneers. Their work has not gone 
unchallenged, however. Other researchers have questioned the empirical 
data used by the pioneers in determining the effective school 
characteristics. Critics such as Lawrence Stedman, Larry Cuban, Linda 
Darling-Hammond, and Arthur Wise find the pioneers' emphasis on basic 
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skills and the testing of basic skills as unacceptable means to 
determining school effectiveness. 
Stedman (1987) perhaps was the most critical of the original 
correlates. In fact, he suggested practices in nine broad categories 
which he believes would be better: 
1. Ethnic and racial pluralism 
2. Parent participation 
3. Shared governance with teachers and parents 
4. Academically rich programs 
5. Skilled use and training of teachers 
6. Personal attention to students 
7. Student responsibility for school affairs 
8. An accepting and supportive environment 
9. Teaching aimed at prevention academic problems. (p. 218) 
Brookover (1987) responded to Stedman's criticism by defending the 
correlates and rebuking Stedman for adding variables not supported by 
research. Brookover was less supportive of "parental involvement" as a 
correlate than were Tomlinson and Lezotte. He also insisted that more 
research on the correlates is needed rather than developing a new 
effective schools formula. 
In light of the differing opinions regarding the correlates, this 
investigator decided to format this chapter after the original seven 
correlates. Therefore, Chapter II is grouped into eight sections; one 
section for each of the seven correlates and one section on the public's 
attitude toward the public school. Each section reviews the literature 
for that correlate. The seven correlates found in effective schools are: 
mission, school/home/community relations, time/opportunity to learn, 
instructional leadership, high expectations, frequent monitoring, and 
safe/orderly environment. 
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The first section, mission, cites research available concerning the 
importance of knowing which direction the school system is going. The 
second section, school/home/community relations, explains the value of a 
two-way flow of information between the school and home/community. The 
third section, time/opportunity to learn, examines the time and/or use of 
time students actually have in the classroom. The fourth section, 
instructional leadership, highlights the role of the principal or other 
leaders in directing the instructional program of the school system. The 
fifth section, high expectations, illustrates the point that educators get 
what they expect. The sixth section, frequent monitoring, demonstrates 
how frequently assessing students' progress improves student achievement. 
The seventh and last section, safe/orderly environment, describes the need 
to provide students a climate or an environment that is conducive to 
learning. 
Mission 
One of the correlates of an effective school is the presence of a 
clearly defined mission. Most schools know what they care about, and what 
they care about probably would not vary a great deal nationwide (Lezotte & 
Edmonds, 1982). The mission statement requires a school to focus on a 
major purpose and let the public know what that purpose is. 
The purpose may take into account multiple ingredients. Few 
researchers doubt that providing quality instruction should be the main 
mission of the school. But providing quality instruction does not 
necessarily mean all students will get quality instruction. Lezotte 
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(1985) and Kelly (1989) considered excellence and equity of instruction as 
two essential ingredients found within the mission statement. Kelly 
defined excellence as generally high achievement in school. Lezotte 
considered excellence as the students knowing what they need to know to 
succeed in life when they graduate from high school. 
Equity is the distribution of high or improving achievement among all 
students. The distribution of achievement should be in similar proportion 
as their group is to their proportion of the population, such as boys and 
girls, blacks and whites, and low and middle/high socioeconomic groups. 
All students should have equal opportunities to obtain quality instruction 
(Kelly, 1989). 
Excellence can only be built with equity as its foundation. The 
effective schools movement calls for disaggregation of test data to check 
for mastery of basic skills by all students. Educators must also 
disaggregate the scores of high-achieving students to insure equity for 
all students in that group as well (Kelly, 1989). An effective school 
must strive for equity at all levels. 
The mission statement of a school district states the main purpose 
for the school's existence. It lets the public know what the school board 
and/or staff considers important for the students in the district. The 
review of literature confirmed the belief that all students should have an 
equal opportunity for a quality education. 
The related research in this section generated questions 1, 15, 20, 
28, 33, and 41 of the survey used to solicit input from community members 
for this investigation, 
of this dissertation. 
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The survey instrument is located in the Appendix 
School/Home/Community Relation 
The second correlate of an effective school is the relationship 
between the school and the home or community. As an example of attempting 
to work with the home, the following project is cited. A questionnaire 
survey was sent to all of the local education authorities (LEAs) in 
England and Wales, achieving a response rate of 91% (Jowett & Baginsky, 
1988). The broad aims were to identify the range of work being done to 
promote contact between home and school. The phrase parental involvement 
is used to indicate a broad spectrum of activities. The idea includes a 
desire to include parents in decision making in the school, and secondly, 
a desire to give parents more strategies to deal more effectively with 
their own children. A third reason involves the parents' rights and needs 
as consumers. In this English-Welsh survey, 79 of 84 respondents provided 
information about involving parents in the curriculum with their own 
children. A home-school reading program was supported by advisors in 82 
schools. Forty-two authorities said "paired reading" was used in their 
schools, and 12 said "shared reading" was used. Workshops to "demystify" 
the curriculum were held in 60 schools. 
Perhaps the amount of work done to promote contact between home and 
school is reflective of the culture of the school. Some researchers have 
referred to the culture not only of a school, but a culture of the school 
district (Blendinger, 1989). Culture represents the shared understanding 
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that people have about what is important, and a shared understanding of 
how things get done. Each program or each activity that the school offers 
may elicit a separate response from community members regarding its 
activity value and quality. School employees need to know what these 
community perceptions are. To get that information, school personnel must 
develop channels of communications between the school and the community 
members within the school district. 
Communications with community members and the caretakers of children 
today is much more complicated than it was just a few years ago. With the 
combination of single parent households and households where both parents 
work outside the home, school personnel need to create nontraditional ways 
to communicate with the children's caretakers. As an example of how 
households have changed, one in two marriages end in divorce and 60% of 
mothers with young children work outside the home (Elkind, 1990). 
When the caretakers are home, their home activities have changed 
greatly over the last few years. Parents at all economic levels are using 
much of their elective time for self-pursuits which compete for the time 
and energy needed in childrearing. Mothers and fathers spend fewer 
weekend and evening hours with their children, opting instead for a range 
of health, social, and recreational activities (Bunting, 1990). 
The growing absence of personal guidance and intimate interaction 
with caring adults is acutely felt by the school. Children appear at the 
schoolhouse door increasingly disabled in self-concept, commitment to the 
work ethic, and a host of attitudes and values that support learning. The 
reduced accountability of parents to children challenges the ability of 
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the school to assimilate a new, very personal form of responsibility. In 
its seemingly infinite expansibility, the school likely will become the 
agency to compensate for the growing absence of intimacy in the home 
(Bunting, 1990). 
Schools cannot replace parents, but Bunting (1990) asserted that 
schools can offer meaningful support to the complexity of parenthood. 
Both teaching and childrearing require a working knowledge of human 
development and the principles of psychology and personal communication. 
Schools can find new methods and contexts to relate their expertise in 
these areas. Schools also can focus more attentively on knowing students 
as individuals and on open interchange with parents about their children. 
Communication is a term that is used frequently by school 
administrators, school board members, and other school staff. 
Communications means more than transmitting information to another person 
or to a group of people; communications should mean that information flows 
both ways, that each individual is a listener. School administrators can 
persuade their community members partly through the use of good 
communication techniques. Community members include not only parents, but 
senior citizens as well. One of the most formidable strategies of 
persuasion is to encourage public participation in the schools (West, 
1982). In order to persuade various groups, school personnel must first 
determine who they are, and then determine what their attitudes and 
opinions are. 
One of the most readily identifiable groups is, of course, the 
parents. Each school has a mailing list, and in many cases has some 
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Information about family structure, and may even know the parents' work 
sites through the use of emergency telephone numbers filed for each 
student. As a subgroup, parents may also be the easiest to get 
information to or from since they have a personal interest in the quality 
of the schools. A parent advisory committee can provide input on the 
overall school program (Paciencia, 1986). Timing is important in the 
formation of an advisory group; the group should be formed when things are 
running smoothly. The group can then become proactive rather than 
reactive. 
Parental involvement is considered so important that a new law in 
California calls for every school to adopt a policy on parent 
participation (Jenkins, 1991). This new law gives parents the right to be 
involved in their children's education. But what is parent involvement? 
One of the primary components of parent involvement is communication. The 
school administrators must develop methods to determine how parents feel 
about their schools. Again this requires a proactive strategy. 
Administrators must build consistent and effective communications between 
school and home or community. A plan needs to be sensitive to different 
educational backgrounds, different learning styles, different ethnic and 
cultural heritages, and changing family structures. It should not require 
a state law to meet the needs of a local community, but at the very least, 
the new law could provide a foundation upon which to build good school 
policy. 
It is not only important to have the parent involved at the school 
site, but the parents must also be involved at home in their child's 
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education. Brookover et al. (1979) and Kelley (1980) agreed that the 
added involvement of parents usually has a positive impact on student 
behavior, student attention to task, and adult understanding and approval 
of the school and its performance. 
There is, however, a difference between parent involvement and parent 
support. Brookover et al. (1979) indicated parent involvement refers to 
ways parents show support by participation at school or in school 
sponsored activities. Parent involvement, in this sense, means coming to 
school or helping with a school project or being concerned with regular 
family life or home activities. Parent involvement activities include 
things like attending parent-teacher conferences, acting as a volunteer 
tutor, and assisting the teacher in the classroom. Parent support, on the 
other hand, refers to any means by which parent actions or attitudes 
reinforce the academic program of the school at home. For example, 
parents can show support for the school at home by following through on 
requests or instructions from teachers or the principal, such as 
contacting the school when a child is absent. Parents can also support 
the school by modeling and reinforcing academic behaviors valued by the 
school. While parent support in some instances may not be obvious, it is 
essential for the school's smooth operation and ultimate success. 
Lindle (1990) asked school management, "Does your staff need help in 
dealing with parents?" School district administrators can discover their 
staff's readiness for meeting the challenge of involving parents by asking 
a number of questions. 
1. Do your teachers realize they work not only with the 
students, but with their parents as well? 
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2. Are they aware parents talk about taking their children 
to other schools? 
3. Do teachers have any notion how choice can impact them 
and their jobs? 
4. Do your teachers perceive parent contact as part of 
their work or as an annoyance? 
5. Are your district personnel aware not only of their 
legal responsibilities, but also parents' expectations 
for support? 
6. Are teachers and administrators ready for the system-
wise parents of day-care graduates? 
7. Are your teachers and parents ready and willing to share 
their rights? (p. 20) 
If the answer to any of the seven questions appears to be "no," then 
the administrator has considerable work to do in developing the staff's 
abilities in communicating with parents. 
Research seemed to be quite conclusive that parent involvement in 
almost any form appears to produce measurable gains in student 
achievement. Students in schools that maintain frequent contact with 
their communities outperform those in other schools. The effects persist 
well beyond the short term. For example, low-income and minority 
graduates of preschool programs with high levels of parent involvement are 
still outperforming their peers when they reach senior high school. Some 
of the major benefits of parent involvement include higher grades and test 
scores, better long-term academic achievement, positive attitudes and 
behavior, more successful programs, and more effective schools (Henderson, 
1988). 
Researchers, such as Henderson, also found that parents and educators 
disagree about the value of different parental roles. It is clear, 
however, that everyone benefits when parents are involved in their 
children's education. Not only do individual children and their families 
24 
function more effectively, but there is an aggregate effect on the 
performance of students and teachers when schools collaborate with 
parents. The research highlighted the fact that parent involvement works 
better when parents are given a variety of roles to play. 
Recommendations for techniques and strategies that encourage parental 
development are available (Rich, 1986). A 20-question checklist is 
available to help policy makers develop initiatives aimed at parental 
involvement. Included in these strategies are support, encouragement, and 
responses for family involvement. Also included are strategies for 
teacher involvement in scheduling, encouraging parents, and preventing 
learning problems with families. A third strategy focuses on community 
groups who may play important roles, such as community agencies and senior 
citizens. 
As suggested earlier, school employees need to be in communication 
with the senior citizens. If for no other reason than their voting power, 
school employees need to know who these individuals are, what 
organizations exist that might impact the schools, and know what their 
attitudes and beliefs are with regard to the school system. School 
districts must not only inform senior citizens, they must also involve 
them in the schools (Larkin, 1982). Surveys need to be completed in order 
to determine how these older citizens feel about students, student 
activities, and the overall academic programs. Findings from these 
surveys may be used to develop intergenerational programs. 
The concept of home and school partnership must be expanded to 
include the business and industrial community (Masee and Bangert, 1983). 
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Giving these stakeholders a voice in the partnership may mean new 
perspectives, new resources, and new support to the school district. 
Schools play the role of providing employable graduates to the businesses 
and industries; and business plays the role of advisor, technical 
assistant, job trainer, and provider of jobs for the graduates. A working 
partnership will improve the quality of education within the school 
district. 
Other research has dealt specifically with community involvement and 
its impact on disadvantaged students (Nettles, 1991). Educationally 
disadvantaged students are those who face multiple obstacles to success in 
school. The author defines community involvement as those actions taken 
by organizations and individuals which promote student development. 
Citizen participation on school governing boards may produce changes in 
the curriculum and in teacher attitudes toward students, which may in turn 
affect student achievement levels. In this matter they agreed with Jowett 
and Baginsky (1988), who indicated that a major reform in effective 
schools involves participation in governing bodies. Nettles (1991) 
reported that in 1975, Jesse Jackson led a national crusade to involve 
businesses, parents, students, and other groups in the communities. This 
crusade led eventually to a federal program to develop a menu of school 
and community-based activities to improve such things as attendance, 
grades, motivation, and test scores. 
In spite of these examples and recommendations for home and school 
partnerships, Americans expect much of their schools, but frequently offer 
very little of themselves (Bullough, 1988). In contrast, other authors 
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said support for change from the community is growing (Massey, 1991). 
Still, another reason for good community communications is the present 
climate of increasing interest in school accountability. Schools must 
learn to involve community members. Sometimes a school can gain a bad 
reputation due to rumors of a lack of discipline and rumors of drug abuse. 
These rumors may be false, but if they are the only information flowing 
from the school, the community starts to believe them. Proactive 
highlighting of academics can help. 
There are certain qualities inherent in good communication. These 
qualities include trust, respect, and care (Anderson, 1982). These 
findings were gleaned from a broad array of research studies. Despite a 
bewildering variety of assumptions concerning school climate, recurrent 
factors do emerge. These factors include the individuals in the school, 
rules of operation, culture (norms, values, attitudes), and the physical 
environment (buildings, locations). Of all these variables, those found 
to be most important pertained to rapport between teachers and 
administrators. School administrators need to know how their publics 
perceive that rapport. 
Good communications provide the opportunity for input. Not everyone 
can be involved in the decision-making process, but everyone should feel 
that she or he has the opportunity to voice ideas and opinions (Howard, 
1987). Denial of the right to voice an opinion diminishes one's self-
esteem, and when this occurs, the opportunity to influence that person is 
diminished. 
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The related research In this section generated questions 2, 14, 19, 
29, 34, and 42 of the survey used to solicit Input from community members 
for this Investigation. 
Time/Opportunity to Learn 
The third effective school correlate Is time/opportunity to learn. 
There are many different ways to Increase student learning time and/or 
provide students many additional opportunities to learn what they are 
expected to learn. 
The effective school research consistently reinforced the theory that 
all students can learn the intended curriculum. In conjunction with that 
theory, all students need equal opportunities to learn in order to gain 
excellence. But do all students have equal opportunities to learn? 
Limited educational resources may have an impact on equal 
opportunities for all students. Leaders may be compelled to place the 
educational resources in areas where they produce the most for the money. 
With this in mind, underachieving poor and minority students may not be 
considered a good Investment and equality may be sacrificed for academic 
excellence (Oakes, 1986a). 
There may be a larger concern than educational resources as far as 
providing students equality and excellence. That concern deals with 
school practices themselves. Failing to internalize new learning 
strategies, schools sometimes lock themselves into patterns that make it 
difficult to achieve either excellence or equality. One particular such 
pattern is tracking. 
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Oakes (1986b) argued that the curricular and instructional 
inequalities that accompany tracking may actually foster mediocre 
classroom experiences for most students. It may also erect special 
barriers to the educational success of poor, black, and Hispanic students. 
Brookover et al. (1982) also determined that homogeneous grouping by 
ability, or tracking, has had a proven negative effect on overall student 
achievement. McPike (1987) insisted that this form of ability grouping 
often creates racially identifiable classes or tracks and has, therefore, 
been a major issue in lawsuits in which the plaintiffs argue that tracking 
is used to resegregate desegregated schools. 
Determining how students should be grouped for instruction has been 
debated since the turn of the century. Ability grouping may be just 
another form of tracking (McPike, 1987). The basic arguments for and 
against ability grouping have not changed much over the years. Those in 
favor have argued that ability grouping lets high achievers move rapidly 
on to new material and gives low achievers attainable goals and extra 
help. Opponents have countered that ability grouping is unfair to low 
achievers, citing problems of poor peer models, low teacher expectations, 
and slow instructional pace. 
Grouping students is not the only thing that affects students' time 
and opportunities to learn. Brookover et al. (1982) identified some other 
major factors that influence a student's opportunity to learn. Some of 
those factors include such things as absenteeism, length of the school day 
and year, orderliness of the school, teacher managerial skills and methods 
of instruction, student attentiveness, and curriculum decisions. With 
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that in mind, they made the following list of characteristics that should 
be found in an effective school that was striving to provide all students 
the opportunity to learn: 
1. Attendance by students and staff is high. 
2. There is no difference in subgroups of students 
concerning attendance. 
3. The school's master schedule reflects the optimum amount 
of allocated academic learning time. 
4. Placement of students is timely and appropriate. 
5. Disruptions to allocated and engaged learning time are 
minimal. 
6. The district curriculum is followed during class time. 
7. During class time, students are successfully engaged in 
planned, meaningful, learning activities. 
8. Students have adequate opportunity to practice and 
master new skills. 
9. Seatwork in class is monitored by teachers to insure 
perfect practice. 
10. Homework, where students achieve at a high success rate, 
is assigned regularly. 
11. The staff demonstrates an understanding that they are 
responsible for causing student mastery of the intended 
curriculum. (p. 157) 
"There are ways to Increase the amount of time available for students 
to learn other than just making good use of available time. That is to 
say, time allocated for academic instruction can be increased by 
lengthening the school day, extending the days of instruction, extending 
instructional activities outside the regular school day, or by 
reallocating existing time by reducing/eliminating time spent on 
nonacademic activities. Brookover et al. (1982) and Berliner (1982) 
agreed that the most productive approach for dealing with allocated time, 
however, is for the school staff to protect and manage whatever time is 
available. 
Student time can be divided into three categories: academic allotted 
time, academic engaged time, and academic learning time. The academic 
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allotted time might be the 50-minute class period. The academic engaged 
time is when the students are busy at their desks doing school work. 
Research has found that engaged time is about 50% of the 50-minute class 
period. The academic learning time is when students are actually 
learning, processing, or thinking about the task at hand. Therefore, 
academic learning time is considerably less than engaged time (Berliner, 
1982). 
Increasing time allocated for instruction does not mean that student 
time-on-task will automatically increase (Tomlinson, 1981; Brookover et 
al., 1982). However, increasing academic learning time will result in 
greater student achievement. Students must take responsibility for their 
learning time. They must be willing to put forth the necessary effort of 
staying on task. Tomlinson and Cross (1991) said, "Recent reformers have 
overlooked the simple truth that to learn more, students have to work 
harder." Time-on-task is probably the most significant single factor in 
raising student achievement. 
Increasing academic learning time must also be a priority for every 
teacher. While the teacher cannot do the learning for students or dictate 
it by decree, the teacher, through his/her attitudes, expectations, and 
behaviors, determines the amount of academic learning in the classroom. 
The teacher must be aware of what the students are doing and recognize the 
characteristics of students on task. Brookover et al. (1982) identified 
the following characteristics of students on task. 
1. spends considerable time working on tasks directly 
related to subject matter to be learned; 
2. pays attention; 
3. shows some enthusiasm; 
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4. keeps busy on assigned tasks; 
5. spends a lot of time practicing and reviewing skills; 
6. enjoys learning; 
7. frequently experiences success in learning; 
8. understands the instructional task; and 
9. knows that he/she is expected to show results for work 
time to the teacher, (p. 161) 
There are many things a teacher can do to increase time-on-task with 
the time that is available. A well-planned lesson, consistent classroom 
management, and a focus on instruction will go a long way toward keeping 
students on task. 
The related research in this section generated questions 3, 13, 18, 
30, 35, and 43 of the survey used to solicit input from community members 
for this investigation. 
Instructional Leadership 
The fourth correlate of an effective school is instructional 
leadership. Instructional leadership is not always found in the principal 
of the school. Most research does support the theory, however, that the 
principal should be the school's instructional leader. 
In the effective school, the principal assumes the role of 
instructional leader and effectively communicates the mission of the 
school to the staff, parents, students, and community. According to 
Lezotte and Edmonds (1982), the principal is expected to understand and 
apply the characteristics of instructional effectiveness in the management 
of the instructional program (item 3). In fact, the principal has the 
power to influence and control much of what the school does to promote 
student achievement (Sweeney, 1982). 
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What Is instructional leadership? When leaders and followers do not 
agree on common goals, leadership is finding the common ground and 
arriving at some kind of agreement. Once there is agreement on a goal, 
there may still be debate as to how the goal should be accomplished. 
Leadership is the art of focusing the positive strategies of all team 
members on the desired end results. Leadership binds together the leaders 
and followers in a moral commitment to accomplish the goal. Leadership is 
illustrated when the leader helps others to better perform their 
responsibilities (Sergiovanni, 1990). Like Sergiovanni, Keefe and Jenkins 
(1984) describe instructional leadership as "the principal's role in 
providing direction, resources, and support to teachers and students for 
the improvement of teaching and learning in the school." One way the 
principal provides direction is through the evaluation of programs and 
teachers. 
Evaluation of teachers has not always been the favorite domain of 
principals. Sweeney and Manatt (1984) realized that the evaluation of 
teachers is not an easy task. However, it is a task that can be 
successfully accomplished if principals have the proper guidelines and 
procedures in place. Tremendous strides have been made in the past 20 
years in the identification of teaching behaviors that improve student 
achievement. Sophistication and reliability in evaluating teaching are 
available to any school district that seeks them (Boston & Frase, 1991). 
The evaluative process is intended to help staff improve. Sweeney (1983) 
credited teachers with having the desire or wish to improve. He felt most 
teachers are talented professionals capable of improving. Larsen (1987) 
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also Included teacher evaluation as one of the main functions of an 
instructional leader. When teachers improve, student performance also 
improves. 
In addition to evaluating teachers, the instructional leader in an 
effective school is involved with goal setting, coordination, staff 
development, and school/community relations. With so many diverse 
functions, how do successful leaders stay focused? Successful leaders 
emphasized the positive effect of their leadership behaviors on student 
achievement. Keefe and Jenkins (1984) identified four key traits 
associated with successful leaders/principals: 
1. They hold high expectations for teachers and students. 
2. They spend a major portion of their day working with 
teachers on improving the educational program. 
3. They work at identifying and diagnosing instructional 
problems. 
4. They become deeply involved in the school's "culture" 
(climate) to influence it in positive ways. (p. 8) 
The four traits listed above are different than the traits leaders 
were expected to demonstrate years ago. The principal of today is much 
different than the principal of old. The principal of old was once 
thought of as the "superprincipal" who had super power or was expected to 
be super competent. Today, the principal's priorities are teaching, 
coaching, encouraging, and helping those he/she supervises to become 
effective in their work (Poston, 1992). 
Instructional leadership in effective schools is indeed changing. 
Another reality of instructional leadership is that it is difficult and 
complex to perform (Wright, 1991). It is difficult not only because the 
leadership role itself is changing, but because the leadership role calls 
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upon other people to change as well; change their ways of thinking, 
organizing, and behaving. 
Change always threatens a culture. People form strong attachments to 
heroes, legends, and the rituals of daily life. Change strips down these 
relationships and leaves employees confused, insecure, and often angry. 
Many times the hidden cultural barriers to change are overlooked. Unless 
something can be done to reduce the threats to the culture and provide 
support for transitions from the old to the new, the force of the culture 
can neutralize a proposed change (Deal & Kennedy, 1982). 
As the instructional leader of the school. Deal and Kennedy pointed 
out that the principal must be very familiar with the dynamics of change. 
Change is much easier for the instructional leader to implement if staff 
takes ownership in the change. To accomplish that, leaders must work 
together with boards of education, administrators, teachers, and parents 
to make the best possible decisions for educating students in their school 
(Johnson, 1991). 
Most of the change facing an instructional leader will take place in 
the areas of curriculum content and teaching strategies. As Boston (1992) 
stated earlier, the instructional leader helps those he/she supervises to 
become effective in their work. One important way to illustrate that 
tenet is changing curriculum content. Should the leader be expected to 
know everything about what is in the curriculum or should the leader know 
how to facilitate the change necessary in the curriculum? Administrators 
and consultants agree that there are three options for schools who wish to 
refurbish the curriculum: go it alone and learn by doing; hire a 
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consultant; or buy a complete curriculum package that comes with or 
without consulting (Shields, 1992). Instructional leadership is needed in 
deciding which option should be selected and then helping teachers 
implement that option. 
To help decide on what curriculum to change, the effective principal 
should spend most of his/her time out in the school--usually in the 
classrooms. He/she is constantly engaged in identifying and diagnosing 
instructional concerns (Brandt, 1982). When this happens, both principal 
and teacher will have a better understanding of the need for change that 
affects the classrooms in particular and the schools in general. 
The American public is changing its expectations of the nation's 
schools as well. The schools in America have been criticized for being 
too easy on students. The public expects the leaders of schools to be 
more accountable for student outcomes. The Rochester City School District 
is one district that responded to the challenge of the American public. 
In the Superintendent's Proposal to the Board of Education, Superintendent 
Peter HcWalters laid out the plan to meet the challenge. McWalters had a 
new expectation of staff. He stated that the success of the Rochester 
schools depended critically upon the commitment and competence of the 
building staff, and upon their willingness to accept Increased 
responsibility for the design of school programs. Rochester's redesign 
reinforced for teachers their responsibility to participate in the 
governance of their schools, as well as to hold responsibility for the 
delivery of instruction. Principals, in addition to managing the work of 
schools, demonstrated a new form of leadership in their ability to build 
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collaboration and consensus, and to create in schools a climate of 
innovation on behalf of improved performance (McWalters, 1989). 
In exchange for increased responsibility, commitment, and competency 
on the part of the staff, Rochester schools made their 2,400 teachers 
among the highest paid in the nation, with some making as much as $70,000 
a year. Did the Rochester schools get what they expected? 
A subsequent study of the Rochester schools suggested that the 
schools did not get what they expected. The study found that since 1987, 
students earning New York State Regents diplomas decreased from 23% to 
18%. The proportion of third graders who passed the state reading exam 
fell from 81% to 79%; the goal had been 90% by 1991. At the city's best 
high school, fewer than 30% of the freshmen who took the state math test 
in 1991 passed. In 42% of the district's schools, standardized test 
results were so poor that the state considered intervention. All of this 
occurred despite the district's increased spending per student from $4,253 
in 1987 to $5,501 in 1991 (Toch & Buckley, 1992). 
The Rochester schools' experiment highlighted another characteristic 
that is found in successful school leaders today, risk taking. The 
Rochester Board of Education and administration took a risk and changed 
their normal way of dealing with teachers in hopes of improving student 
performance. Just because student performance did not improve does not 
mean their efforts were wasted. 
Principals must be risk takers also. They must be involved in the 
change process as well. One change that many principals find foreign is 
shared decision making. In Hammond, Indiana, both the school 
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administration and the union are committed to finding a way to build the 
shared decision-making process into the regular school day. They believe 
in this program, not only because it will make teachers feel more involved 
and give them more ownership, but because it will improve learning 
(McPike, 1987). 
One of the by-products of the shared decision-making process is an 
improved relationship between management and labor. In one school, both 
the union president and the district superintendent remarked that each 
side moved away from the adversarial stance that had characterized the 
traditional relationship between labor and management and toward a more 
cooperative approach that better served the interests of all parties 
(Casner-Lotto, 1988). 
Training for change is essential for teachers and administrators 
alike. Many administrators have been in their positions a long time. 
Those administrators may need to be retrained if they are to remain 
effective in their profession. Peer coaching has been helpful to teachers 
in preparing for change. However, little attention has been given to peer 
observation and coaching for administrators. Administrators experience 
the same difficulties as teachers when it comes to dealing with change: 
isolation, lack of collégial relationships, and infrequent discussions of 
educational practice (Barnett, 1990). 
Other writers cited a new practice for the Deer Valley Unified School 
District #97, Phoenix, Arizona, in providing training for administrators. 
Deer Valley recognized the need to redefine the role of is principals and 
began an Instructional Leadership Training Program. The district wanted 
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to save its principals from institutional extinction. The district 
brought in a consultant to work with the administrators. The consultant 
helped the administrators become aware of new teaching techniques, 
developed their skills in the teaching techniques, and taught them how to 
conference with staff and provide staff with feedback about the 
techniques. The point of this illustration is that administrators, as do 
teachers, need to be updated on their training (Lezotte & Jacoby, 1991). 
In addition, administrators need to be evaluated and provided 
feedback if they are to improve their performance. Administrator 
evaluation is not a difficult process once criteria and procedures are 
established (Manatt, 1987). Educators know more today about what 
constitutes quality performance in principals than ever before. Once the 
performance standards are identified, supervisors need to conference with 
principals to establish mutual expectations of principal performance. 
Once established, the expectations become the basis for evaluation and 
improvement. Evaluation, like school effectiveness, is not a product, it 
is a process (Manatt, 1989). 
There appear to be several things that make schools work, and one 
thing may be shared decision making. One may be the strong leader. One 
may be a group of teachers. Another may be an unusual parent group. But 
what is most effective is an effective principal leading the team. 
However, if there is a management system in a school that is practicing 
shared decision making, then that school can work with a weak principal, 
because it allows the strong people to participate (Shoemaker, 1989). 
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Shared decision making and school-based management are terms often 
used interchangeably. Under school-based management, educators can begin 
to expand their thinking beyond "the principal as instructional leader" to 
"the school staff as a team of instructional leaders" (Wright, 1991). 
Educators might then hold an image that is in contrast to the earlier one 
of principals responsible for all instructional leadership. Groups of 
teachers and other educators should sit down and identify instruction-
related problems, design improvement plans, identify instructional 
leadership tasks, determin amounts of time needed for tasks such as 
classroom observations and conferences, and convene meetings for making 
and carrying out these decisions. In this contrasted picture, teams of 
educators jointly decide who will be responsible for particular 
activities. The difficulties of fragmentation and complexity are shared 
and perhaps lessened because more people are working to complete the tasks 
of leadership. Teachers, according to Barth (1988), harbor extraordinary 
leadership capabilities, and their leadership is a major untapped resource 
for improving United States schools. He envisioned a school as a 
community of leaders, a place whose very mission is to insure that 
students, parents, teachers, and principals will share the leadership role 
at some point in their school life. 
The related research in this section generated questions 4, 12, 17, 
31, 36, and 44 of the survey used to solicit input from community members 
for this investigation. 
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High Expectation 
The fifth correlate of an effective school is high expectations of 
students and staff. This correlate is predicated on the fact that people 
will rise to the level of expectations. One of the basic tenets of the 
effective schools research is that all children can learn what is expected 
of them in the area of essential skills (Lezotte & Edmonds, 1982). 
Lezotte (1985) revised the tenet slightly by stating all children can 
learn the intended curriculum. 
Not all teachers believe that tenet. Teachers in ineffective schools 
illustrate their disbelief by asking questions to children they predict 
are most likely to know the answers. Children who sit in those classes 
day after day without being asked to participate eventually decide the 
teacher does not expect them to know as much (Brandt, 1982). The 
attention of those teachers will be directed more toward custodial 
outcomes than toward learning outcomes (Lezotte & Edmonds, 1982). 
On the other hand, teachers in effective schools convey the universal 
expectation of minimum mastery by calling on students in a random manner. 
They may not call on every student every day, but they take steps to see 
that the distribution of recitation is independent of race, social class, 
or sex (Brandt, 1982). If one believes that all students can learn, then 
the question becomes how does one best plan for this outcome in terms of 
the appropriate teaching and learning models to be used (Lezotte & 
Edmonds, 1982). 
In an effective school, not only do teachers believe the student can 
learn, but they also believe that they (the teachers) can teach them. 
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Teachers seem to possess a high sense of efficacy in that they believe 
they have the competence, skills, and determination to insure that 
students learn what is expected of them. In contrast, a less effective 
school's staff often indicate that they are powerless with respect to 
teaching some of the students (Lezotte & Edmonds, 1982). Brookover et al. 
(1982) and Kelley (1980) concurred that unrealistic expectations of 
students or of self will lead to a "sense of futility" and to a 
corresponding drop in both satisfaction and productivity. 
More and more research is being done in the area of teacher 
expectations of students. When asked the question, "What specific ways 
have teachers been found to vary their behavior toward high- and low-
achieving students?" Good (1981) responded with the following list of 
ways; 
1. Seating slow students farther from the teacher or in a 
group (making it harder to monitor low-achieving 
students or treat them as individuals). 
2. Paying less attention to lows in academic situations 
(smiling less often and maintaining less eye contact). 
3. Calling on lows less often to answer classroom questions 
or make public demonstrations. 
4. Waiting less time for lows to answer questions. 
5. Not staying with lows in failure situations (providing 
clues, asking follow-up questions). 
6. Criticizing lows more frequently than highs for 
incorrect public responses. 
7. Praising lows less frequently than highs after 
successful public responses. 
8. Praising lows more frequently than highs for marginal or 
inadequate public responses. 
9. Providing low-achieving students with less accurate and 
less detailed feedback than highs. 
10. Failing to provide lows with feedback about their 
responses more frequently than highs. 
11. Demanding less work and effort from lows than from 
highs. 
12. Interrupting the performance of low achievers more 
frequently than that of high achievers, (p. 416) 
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Good also observed that the students influenced not only how the 
teacher behaved in general, but also the content the teacher presented. 
There were several differences in content taught to the two groups 
observed because the initiative of students in seeking information and in 
raising questions varied notably across the two classes. However, it was 
also noted that the instructor could reduce differences between the two 
classes when the instructor chose to do so. It would appear that both 
students and teachers influence classroom behavior. 
Brophy and Good (1974) developed the following list of biases 
teachers should guard against in determining student expectations: 
1. Sex--lower expectations for elementary boys and for 
older girls. This is a function of beliefs about boys' 
slower maturation and sex role discrimination for older 
girls; 
2. SES--lower expectations for lower SES (including level 
of parental education, types of jobs held, place of 
residence, etc.); 
-3. Race--lower expectations for minority status; 
4. Test scores, permanent records--belief in "fixed 
ability" precludes possibility of improvement and higher 
expectations ; 
5. Negative comments about students--lounge talk, other 
teachers' or principal's evaluation result in lower 
expectations ; 
6. Type of school--rural, inner city, or suburban-- the 
first two are associated with lower expectations; 
7. Appearance--lower expectations associated with clothes 
or grooming that is out of style, cheaper material, 
etc. ; 
8. Oral language patterns--negative cues from any 
nonstandard English result in lower expectations; 
9. Neatness--lower expectations associated with general 
disorganization, poor handwriting, etc.; 
10. Halo effect--tendency to label a child's overall ability 
based on one characteristic (e.g., poor behavior becomes 
the basis of overall negative evaluation); 
11. Readiness--negative effects of assuming that maturation 
rates or prior lack of knowledge or experience are 
unchanging phenomena, thus precluding improvement; 
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12. Seating position--lower expectations for sides and back 
of classroom; 
13. Socialization by experienced teachers--tendency to 
stress limitations of students for new teachers ; 
14. Student behavior--lower academic expectations for 
students with poor behavior; 
15. Teacher training institutions--perpetuation of myths and 
ideologies of individual limitations of students results 
in lower expectations; 
16. Teacher education textbooks--same as #15 above. 
17. Tracking or grouping--labeling effects and a tendency to 
accentuate differences between students result in lower 
expectations. (pp. 39-40) 
It is unfortunate that the social system of most low-achieving 
schools is designed to accept failure. The major characteristic of the 
ineffective schools is the extent to which they continue to do what they 
have always done even if it was disadvantageous to a very significant 
proportion of pupil performance on standardized tests (Lezotte & Edmonds, 
1982). Educators should discard their belief in the inevitability of the 
normal or bell-shaped curve, which is used to justify differentiating and 
sorting students so that many fail. Instead, if educators substitute the 
concept of the "J" curve, with its assumptions that nearly all can and 
will learn, they could then develop a mastery model of instruction in 
which the results would conform to those high expectations. Educational 
professionals should stop trying to use a student's home environment or 
social status as an excuse for poor academic achievement (Brookover et 
al., 1979). What teachers expect, students are likely to learn. Briefly 
stated, that is the essence of the importance of teacher expectations 
commonly known as the self-fulfilling prophecy. 
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The related research in this section generated questions 5, 11, 21, 
25, 37, and 45 of the survey used to solicit input from community members 
for this investigation. 
Frequent Monitoring 
The sixth correlate of an effective school is frequent monitoring. 
In the effective school, student academic progress is measured frequently. 
A variety of assessment procedures is used. The results of the 
assessments are used to improve individual student performance and also to 
improve the instructional program. 
In order to know how students are progressing, some form of 
assessment must be made by the teacher. Standardized tests have often 
been used to compare a student's progress with other students in the same 
class, state, or nation. Standardized tests do not always adequately 
measure the appropriate ends of education. Another important value of 
standardized tests is that students and parents will have some idea as to 
how the students are doing in relation to what they are required to do. 
Educators in the ineffective schools tend to be unmoved by pupil 
performance on standardized tests, especially when the results show that 
the middle class kids are doing fine and the poor kids are doing poorly. 
The results failed to have any effect on the programs : People in 
ineffective schools explain them away by saying that the poor children 
have cognitive, linguistic, cultural, and environmental disabilities that 
depressed their achievement (Brandt, 1982). 
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There are many people within the school system who will say low-
income kids can not do very well and can not do as well as middle-income 
kids. That is why it is important to be able to point out that there are 
some schools in which the two proportions are identical. That is to say, 
there are schools in which 90% of the middle- income students as well as 
90% of the low-income students demonstrate mastery (Shoemaker, 1989). 
Ron Edmonds (Lezotte & Edmonds, 1982) suggested the following methods 
for the measurement of student achievement: 
1. Locally generated to insure that students are tested on 
what they are taught. 
2. Nationally validated to insure that the definition of 
mastery in one particular school district is acceptable 
in other school districts. 
3. Curriculum based once again, to insure that students are 
tested on what they are taught. 
4. Criterion-referenced to insure accuracy of assessment 
one student at a time. 
5. Standardization to eliminate teacher subjectivity as a 
possible source of error (item 6). 
The yardsticks for measuring the school's effectiveness in teaching 
the basic skills should be based on established building goals for student 
performance. This is usually expressed in terms of a specified percentage 
of grade level skills. For example, if the school goal in a particular 
year is for all students to master at least X percent of the grade level 
skills, then the match of posttest results to this goal is the basis for 
evaluating the school's success. The school goal for mastery performance 
should be clearly established at the beginning of the school year so 
students and teachers can work to achieve it. This kind of criterion 
should not be used to measure the effectiveness of the program unless it 
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was clearly communicated to teachers and students with sufficient time to 
achieve it (Brookover et al., 1982). 
Rosander (1985) concurred with Brookover et al. (1982) that the 
progress of students in effective schools is assessed frequently. 
Teachers inform students and their parents about progress in achieving 
school objectives. The assessment information is used to improve the 
program and to alter teaching strategies when necessary. Staff in 
effective schools make sure there is congruence between the objectives of 
the school's curriculum, what teachers are actually teaching, and the 
tests that are used to assess the program. Rosander offers the following 
frequent monitoring activities: 
1. The school conducts standardized tests annually at each 
grade level. 
2. Test results are used systematically to evaluate program 
objective, to aid instructional and curriculum planning, 
to refine and improve the instructional program, and to 
develop school goals. 
3. Test results are used to assess the progress of the 
school and its students in achieving the school's 
mission. 
4. Test results are discussed with the entire staff and 
individual teachers. 
5. Tests are analyzed to be sure they are valid measures of 
the curriculum. 
6. Skill testing is given for mastery following each 
instructional unit; students not mastering skills are 
retaught to be sure that no child "falls through the 
cracks." 
7. Multiple assessment methods are used to check student 
progress such as criterion-referenced tests, mastery 
check lists, student work samples, and chapter and unit 
tests. 
8. Students are given regular feedback about their progress 
and achievements. 
9. Student progress and areas needing improvement are 
shared regularly with parents (e.g., at least monthly 
progress reports, or more frequently if students are 
experiencing difficulty); tips on how parents can assist 
their child are provided. 
47 
10. Test data are used to diagnose student learning 
difficulties and prescribe appropriate instruction. 
11. School staff are made to feel accountable for test 
results. (pp. 13-14) 
Testing students on their performance is one way to determine the 
effectiveness of a school. Some of the other indicators that should be 
monitored besides student achievement include student attendance, dropout 
rate, graduation rate, student awards, vandalism rate, discipline 
referrals, retentions, and student suspensions. When all of these factors 
are monitored and evaluated, school personnel and community members will 
be better able to decide if they are part of an effective school system. 
The related research in this section generated questions 6, 10, 22, 
26, 38, and 46 of the survey used to solicit input from community members 
for this investigation. 
Safe/Orderly Environment 
The seventh correlate of an effective school is a safe and orderly 
environment. The environment helps create the climate that is conducive 
for student learning. The school environment plays an important role in 
the effective school setting. Everything in the environment, however, 
does not have to be perfect. For example, windows may get broken. It is 
not so much whether schools get windows broken, it is how long the windows 
stay broken. It is not so much whether the water fountains stop working, 
it is how long they do not work. The main point is that schools must 
avoid tangible evidence of institutional neglect (Brandt, 1982). 
If a student does not feel safe at school, it makes it more difficult 
for the student to learn. If the school day lacks order, the efficiency 
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of the school system suffers and so do the students. The effective school 
continually attempts to improve the school environment or school climate 
so that it is conducive to learning. School climate improvement seeks to 
create an environment where students feel successful, motivated, and cared 
about (Dumaresq, 1981). Rutter (1979) found that the school staff can 
develop a climate where the norms and values of the school are 
communicated to students through clear and consistent expectations and 
appropriate programs. 
Public polls indicate that the popular conception of our schools is 
that they are increasingly out of control. Violence, vandalism, and 
disrespect for authority are often highlighted as the major factors. 
While these factors contribute to the general disruption of schooling, 
these serious acts are only one aspect of the overall discipline problem. 
In fact, these acts may take less time away from student learning than the 
more subtle disruptions. The major factor in school discipline is the 
continual, often trivial, undertone of inattention, talking, and 
interruption that occurs in most classes (Jones, 1979). The spectacular 
nature of more blatant offenses distorts our perception of their 
importance, compared to the seemingly innocuous misbehavior that is 
irritating but not dangerous (and consequently often ignored). Brookover 
et al. (1982) noted that it is precisely these minor misbehaviors that 
create the greatest barrier to effective education: Time spent 
misbehaving is time not spent in active learning. 
Jones (1979) tied these minor interruptions directly to time-on-task. 
In the average class, disruption results in 45-55% of time-off-task. The 
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implication for the percentage of time-off-task in poorly managed 
classrooms is staggering. Considering that many schools in low-income or 
urban areas have a "discipline problem," Brookover et al. (1982) were not 
surprised that achievement is low; students in these schools are seldom on 
task. Just as in academics, the two writers found that the key to 
effective school discipline is the level of expectation which the staff 
holds and the consistency with which it is upheld. Expectations for 
behavior must be related to the learning process. Decisions on which 
behaviors are appropriate or inappropriate must be based on how they 
affect the learning climate. In too many instances, educators have 
allowed behavior that interferes with learning. 
In a personalized school environment, relations among teachers and 
students are founded on intimate, personal knowledge about one another's 
lives outside as well as in the classroom. Many practitioners and policy 
makers are interested in personalization because it is thought to be a 
powerful means of promoting students' commitment to school and their 
engagement in learning. Fair and effective authority is well informed and 
timely, incorporates knowledge of the individual, and works to prevent the 
build-up of problems or misunderstandings (McLaughlin, Talbert, Kahne, & 
Powell, 1990). 
The personal affirmation and accountability associated with a 
personalized school environment can be a source of motivation for all 
youngsters, but especially for students who are at risk of failing or who 
are disengaged from schooling (McLaughlin et al., 1990). The environment 
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of a school or classroom has a profound effect on the satisfaction and 
achievement of students (Keefe et al., 1985). 
Schools with positive climates are places where people respect, 
trust, help one another, and project a "feeling" that fosters both caring 
and learning. Often these people exhibit a strong sense of pride, 
ownership, and personal productivity that comes from helping to make the 
school a better place. According to Ellis (1988), the school climate is a 
popular metaphor for a complex phenomenon that is easy to perceive but 
formidably difficult to define, measure, or manipulate. It is the 
aggregate of indicators, both subjective and objective, that convey the 
overall feeling or impression one gets about a school. There is a close 
connection between a school's climate and success in carrying out the 
school's mission. 
The related research in this section generated questions 7, 9, 23, 
27, 39, and 47 of the survey used to solicit input from community members 
for this investigation. 
Public's Attitude Toward Public Schools 
In determining what the public thinks about the public school, the 
investigator has to keep in mind what school the public is evaluating. 
Over the last few years, the Gallup/Phi Delta Kappa Poll has indicated 
that the public has consistently given higher marks to their own school 
than to the public schools at large. However, the polls reflect that the 
public wants change and improvement in its public schools (Elam, Rose, & 
Gallup, 1992). 
The results of the 1992 Gallup/Phi Delta Kappa Poll illustrated that 
the public supports a longer school year, changes in the curriculum to 
improve racial and ethnic tolerance and understanding, distribution of 
condoms in schools, and the use of public school buildings by nonschool 
agencies to provide social and welfare programs for students from low-
income and poverty-level households. The pollsters concluded that the 
public is reasonably well informed about its schools, wants to see those 
schools improve, and is willing to provide the support to bring 
improvement to fruition. Elam et al. (1992) interpret the results of the 
poll to suggest that what American education faces today is not a failure 
of public will but a failure of leadership. 
The biggest problem facing local public schools in 1992, according to 
the poll, was the lack of proper financial support. This was the first 
time since 1971 that the lack of financial support headed the list. The 
concern about drug use shared the top spot with the financial conditions 
of schools as it did in the 1990 Gallup/Phi Delta Kappa Poll. In the 1992 
poll, drug use was reported as a major concern with 22% of the 
respondents. Seventeen percent mentioned lack of discipline, and another 
9% identified the closely related problems of fighting, violence, and 
gangs. 
The opinions of the subjects in the polls and the findings in the 
literature on effective schools have many similarities. The public's 
desire to let low-income families use school facilities for early child 
care and education relates to the correlate of home/school relations. 
This correlate encouraged the school and home to work together to help the 
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child be ready to learn upon entering school. The public preferred a 
longer school year according to the polls. The correlate of time/ 
opportunity to leam addressed the debate regarding the amount of time 
students should spend learning. The literature on instructional 
leadership confirmed the need for a paradigm shift of the leaders in the 
public schools. At the same time, the polls indicated American education 
is not a failure of the public will, but a failure of leadership. The 
public is concerned about drug use, discipline, fighting, violence, and 
gangs in our schools. The correlate on safe/orderly environment 
highlighted the need for students to have a school climate that is 
orderly, friendly, and free from threats of danger. In order for schools 
to deal with these issues, they must have a clear and well-defined 
mission. 
Summary 
An effective school has many characteristics that are readily 
identifiable. Regardless of the number of characteristics, the odds of 
having an effective school are greatly enhanced if all of the 
characteristics are present. In light of the criticisms by Stedman, 
Cuban, and others, most of the characteristics just simply make good 
sense. All students must have equal opportunities to obtain quality 
instruction. Active communications with parents and community members 
help school officials understand the type of instruction expected of them. 
Instructors must assure parents that students are making the best use of 
students' time while students are in school. School leaders should focus 
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on helping their colleagues become effective in their work. Leaders need 
to maintain high expectations of their teachers and teachers must have 
high expectations of their students. Staff and students need to be 
frequently evaluated as to whether they are measuring up to the expected 
outcomes. For all staff and students alike, the school environment must 
be positive, safe, and orderly so that it is conducive to learning. With 
these characteristics in place, the odds are increased that the school 
will be effective. In spite of the critics, the correlates may offer the 
most promise for school improvement. 
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CHAPTER III, METHODOLOGY/PROCEDURES 
This study was designed to measure community members' perceptions of 
actual practice and expected performance of the effective school 
correlates within a school district, as defined by current research. The 
Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research 
reviewed this project and concluded that the rights and welfare of the 
human subjects were adequately protected, that risks were outweighed by 
the potential benefits and expected value of the knowledge sought, that 
confidentiality of data was assured, and that informed consent was 
obtained by appropriate procedures. The five major elements of the study 
outlined in this chapter are: (a) description of the population, 
(b) sampling procedures, (c) data gathering instrument, (d) data treatment 
analysis, and (e) summary. 
Description of the Population 
The subjects who participated in the survey live in Mason City, Iowa, 
a community of approximately 30,000 people. The community is located in 
north central Iowa. The setting is primarily rural with a fairly 
homogeneous racial population. It is the perception of this investigator 
that the school district has been well managed in the process of providing 
its students a quality education. The last available dropout rate was 
3.2%. The student ACT scores averaged 22.9. Because of the high quality 
of instruction and the fine reputation the school has achieved, the 
55 
members on this investigator's Program of Study committee determined the 
residents of Mason City be the recipients of the survey for this study. 
Sampling Procedures 
The telephone directory of the city surveyed was used to identify the 
subjects to receive the surveys. The area served by the telephone 
directory did not necessarily correspond to the area served by the school 
district. Photocopies of the directory were made. Each business name was 
removed from the list of telephone numbers. The remaining names were 
counted and totaled 11,761. The 11,761 names were divided by 500, the 
number of surveys to be sent, and the interval between each name was 
determined to be 23.5. Therefore, the first 250 names were selected by 
picking every 23rd name. The remaining 250 names were selected by picking 
every 24th name. This procedure was done in order to have a random 
selection of subjects. 
The surveys were professionally printed and inserted into brown 
envelopes of similar size as the surveys. On the envelopes were affixed 
computer generated address labels, and the envelopes were sent by metered 
mail. Of the 500 surveys sent out, 35 were returned. Follow-up postcards 
were sent to all recipients reminding them to complete the survey or 
thanking them if they had completed it. As a result of the follow-up 
postcards, four additional surveys were received. 
Because of the low number of returns, this investigator called a 
random number of residents who did not receive the first survey and sought 
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their commitment to complete and return the survey if one were sent to 
them. Six residents agreed but only five returned the survey. 
In an attempt to gather more surveys for this investigation, 
additional surveys were professionally printed and were sent to 150 
randomly selected residents who had not yet received a survey. Two weeks 
later, follow-up postcards were sent as a reminder to complete the survey 
or to thank them if they had already returned the survey. Of the 150 
surveys sent out, 10 surveys were returned. All returned surveys were 
combined to make one sample of 54. 
After three attempts to solicit respondents, this investigator 
decided to use the returned surveys for descriptive and inferential 
statistical treatment of the data. 
Recognizing the sample size as small, this investigator reviewed the 
literature to determine sample sizes of other projects. What was 
discovered from the review of literature is recorded below. 
The National Study of School Evaluation (1990) suggested that sample 
size should be about 100 cases for smaller schools. In larger schools, 
samples should be greater so as to cover the more diverse populations 
often served by those schools. The important feature, regardless of 
sample size, is that the sample represents the variety of people in the 
community. A mail survey response is considered "good" if 65% are 
returned. 
Robinson (1991) is the director of the Educational Research Service 
in Arlington, Virginia. Robinson randomly selected 3,300 teachers to 
survey their opinions about various issues in education. With a 
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population of educators surveying educational issues, Robinson had a 
response rate of only 38%. Yet, the results of that survey were used 
nation-wide. 
The response rate in this study may not be as limiting as it first 
appears. As was stated in other sections of this study, the population of 
the sample area was very homogeneous. Therefore, the sample may still be 
representative of the population. 
The rate of return of surveys could have been improved by focusing on 
specific groups, such as church, service clubs, unions, political 
organizations, and social clubs. However, this investigator decided that 
the randomness of the survey would have been jeopardized by isolating 
small groups. 
Data Gathering Instrument 
After reviewing the literature on effective schools, previewing other 
survey instruments, and studying the School Improvement Inventory form 
from the School Improvement Model Project at Iowa State University, the 
first draft of a self-reporting instrument was created. The draft was 
designed to assess community members' perceptions of a school system. The 
criteria selected to be examined were drawn from the literature on 
effective schools. 
The criteria for the survey focused on seven correlates of effective 
schools plus one category on community involvement. The demographics of 
the subjects in the survey included sex, level of education, household 
income, race, family status, and children's school status. The composite 
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perception of the dimensions of effectiveness in the school system was 
compared to each of the categories in the demographics. 
The response options on the questionnaire were arranged on a dual 
four-point, Likert-type scale which measured the discrepancy between the 
perceptions of the actual and the expected conditions of the school 
system. A Likert-type scale was used to obtain mean scores for each of 
the six demographic categories used in the survey. 
A prototype of the instrument was sent to ten community members who 
did not have children in school and ten parents who did have children in 
school. A five-member panel of researchers from Iowa State University was 
asked to critique the instrument to assure the appropriateness of the 
questions. Of the 25 prototypes sent out, 24 were returned. Their 
suggestions and recommendations were incorporated into the instrument. 
The semi-final draft of the instrument was presented to the 
dissertation committee for approval. The committee reviewed the 
instrument and made suggestions and recommendations. The recommendations 
were incorporated into the instrument, and the committee gave final 
approval. 
Data Treatment Analysis 
Because of the sample size, descriptive data were used for 
comparisons and for discussion purposes. The frequency and percentage of 
the survey respondents were reported by each of the six demographics. A 
summary of the frequencies and means for all questions of the survey was 
illustrated in a table in Chapter IV. The frequencies and means of the 
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survey responses were clustered by eight correlates of effectiveness. The 
means of the eight correlates of effectiveness were reported by each of 
the six demographics. 
In order to determine if there were statistically significant 
differences among the eight correlates of effectiveness in community 
perceptions of the school system, the paired two-tail t-test was used. 
The .05 level of significance was used for all eight hypotheses. Each 
hypothesis is treated in Chapter IV. 
The survey instrument was created solely for the purpose of 
collecting data to measure the perceptions of community members regarding 
the effectiveness of their school system. The internal consistency was 
measured by the Kuder-Richardson test of reliability. 
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CHAPTER IV, FINDINGS 
This investigation centered on what current research considered 
effective school characteristics. The characteristics were incorporated 
into a survey instrument. The instrument was designed to gather data from 
community members to determine how they perceived their school's 
performance as compared to what current research indicates are effective 
school practices. 
Reliability 
The reliability of the instrument's subscales was checked using the 
Cronbach alpha technique. Coefficients were generally in the acceptable 
range with a low of .59 and a high of .89. See Table 1 below. 
Table 1. The Chronbach alpha reliability test by subgroups 
Correlates of Reliability coefficient alpha 
effectiveness Actual Expected 
Invo Ivement .79 .76 
Mission .73 .89 
Home/school .78 .77 
Time .59 .61 
Leadership .83 .83 
Expectations .77 .89 
Monitoring .71 .75 
Environment .83 .86 
61 
Descriptive Data 
In order to further report the results of the investigation, the 
remainder of this chapter is organized into two sections. Descriptive Data 
and Inferential Data. In section one, a descriptive summary is presented 
along with supportive tables. In section two, a summary of each 
inferential test is given with the appropriate table referenced. 
Demographics 
This investigation categorized the demographics in the survey into 
six major areas: (a) gender, (b) level of education, (c) children's 
school status, (d) total household income, (e) race, and (f) current 
family status. These categories were selected based on the review of 
literature and what the investigator determined to be areas of interest to 
school administrators nationwide. 
The survey instrument was sent to 655 residents of the Mason City 
School District located in and around Mason City, Iowa. From the 
distribution of the survey, 54 were returned. Of the 54 responses to the 
survey, 20 were male (37.0%), 25 were female (46.3%), and 9 (16.7%) did 
not respond to the question of gender. Since the number of surveys 
returned is small, the nonrespondents (16.7%) may skew the data. However, 
gender response does show a relative balance. There were 9.3% more 
females than males who responded to the survey (Table 2). 
The highest level of education question in the demographic survey 
attempted to differentiate community members' perceptions by level of 
formal education. The education of the respondents had an interesting 
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Table 2. Gender of respondents of the survey 
Cumulative 
Characteristic Frequency Percent percent 
Male 20 37.0 37.0 
Female 25 46.3 83.3 
No response 9 16.7 100.0 
Total 54 100.0 
distribution. Approximately one-fourth had a high school education only. 
One-third had two years of college, and two-fifths had four years of 
college or more. The mean (3.3) illustrated that the survey participants 
averaged a little more than two years of college. The results are shown 
in Table 3. 
Would it matter if respondents had children in the school that was 
being evaluated? The literature indicated that parents with children in 
Table 3. Highest level of education of respondents of the survey 
Cumulative 
Characteristic Frequency Percent percent 
No high school 1 1.9 1.9 
High school 14 25.9 27.8 
Community college 17 31.4 59.2 
Baccalaureate 11 20.4 79.6 
Graduate degree 10 18.5 98.1 
No response 1 1.9 100.0 
Total 54 100.0 
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school were generally more supportive of schools. The children's school 
status might have an impact on how the respondents answered the survey 
questions. 
Survey responses revealed that 29 (53.7%) had no children in school 
at the time of this survey while 24 (44.4%) did have children currently 
attending school. Only one (1.9%) did not respond to the question. There 
were 9.3% more respondents who did not have children in school than those 
who had children in school. The results are shown in Table 4. 
Total household income was another characteristic thought to have an 
impact on the results of the survey. The total household income was 
divided into five categories: those who made less than $10,000, between 
$10,000 and $30,000, between $30,000 and $50,000, between $50,000 and 
$70,000, and those who made more than $70,000 per year. The results 
indicated a relatively affluent group of respondents with 23 (40.7%) 
having household incomes under $30,000 per year, and 30 (55.5%) earning 
more than $30,000 per year. The results are shown in Table 5. 
Table 4. Children's school status of respondents of the survey 
Characteristic 
Cumulative 
Frequency Percent percent 
Never had children 
Children never attended 
Children not in school 
Children in school 
No response 
4 
4 
21 
24 
1 
7.4 
7.4 
38.9 
44.4 
1.9 
7.4 
14.8 
53.7 
98.1 
100.0 
Total 54 100.0 
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Table 5. Total household income of respondents of the survey 
Cumulative 
Characteristic Frequency Percent percent 
0 - 10,000 1 1.9 1.9 
10,001 - 30,000 22 40,7 42.6 
30,001 - 50,000 20 37.0 79.6 
50,001 - 70,000 6 11.1 90.7 
Over 70,000 4 7.4 98.1 
No response 1 1.9 100.0 
Total 54 100.0 
The survey results concerning the demographic of race reflected the 
relative racial homogeneity of the school district surveyed. The survey 
had five possible selections including Caucasian, Black, Hispanic, Native 
American, and other. The results showed that 49 of the 50 who answered 
the question on race were Caucasian. There was one Native American 
respondent and four who did not specify their race. The results are shown 
in Table 6. 
Table 6. Race of respondents of the survey 
Cumulative 
Characteristic Frequency Percent percent 
Caucasian 49 90.7 90.7 
Native American 1 1.9 92.6 
No response 4 7.4 100.0 
Total 54 100.0 
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The sixth and final section of demographics was the current family 
status. The largest category (63.0%) was two biological parents. Sixteen 
respondents (29.6%) indicated that their current family status was other 
than two biological parents. Four (7.4%) respondents decided not to 
answer the question on family status. The results are shown in Table 7. 
Table 7. Current family status of respondents of the survey 
Characteristic Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 
percent 
Single biological parent 8 14.8 14.8 
Two biological parents 34 63.0 77.8 
Two parents with stepmother 2 3.7 81.5 
Two parents with stepfather 0 0.0 81.5 
Other 6 11.1 92.6 
No response 4 7.4 100.0 
Total 54 100.0 
For practical reasons and ease of reading, the demographics of the 
respondents were divided into two dimensions under each demographic. Once 
that was done, it was easier to focus on the perceptions of a particular 
group. For example, the male and female groups, and those who had no 
children in school versus those who did have children in school were 
fairly evenly represented. Sixty percent of the respondents had less than 
four years of college, yet 57% of the households earned more than $30,000 
a year. A surprising 68% of the survey respondent households had two 
biological parents. Ninety-eight percent were Caucasian. A summary of 
the results are reported in Table 8. 
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Table 8. Summary of demographic frequencies 
Demographic Frequency Percent 
Male 20 44.4 
Female 25 55.6 
Less than four years of college 32 60.4 
Four years of college or more 21 39.6 
No children in school 29 54.7 
Children in school 24 45.3 
Less than $30,000 of household income 23 43.4 
$30,000 of household income or more 30 56.6 
Caucasian 49 98.0 
Other 1 2.0 
Two biological parents 34 68.0 
Other 16 32.0 
Frequencies and means 
A comprehensive view of the survey responses is shown in Table 9. 
The raw data illustrated the perceptions of the community members 
regarding how they perceived the school's actual performance versus how 
they thought the school should have performed. The explanation of the 
abbreviations in the heading of Table 9 are as follows: SA=Strongly 
Agree, A-Agree, D-Disagree, SD-Strongly Disagree, and ?-Don't Know. The 
number values below the abbreviations were assigned for the purpose of 
determining the mean response. The zero for "Don't Know" was not 
considered in determining the mean. This table, however, reflects 
descriptive data only. Significant differences in means, which are 
clustered by correlates, are treated later. 
Table 9. Frequencies and means of survey responses 
Question 4 
Actual 
A 
3 
D 
2 
SD 
1 0 Mean 
SA 
4 
A 
3 
Should be 
D 
2 
SD 
1 0 Mean 
Mean 
difference 
1. School board goals 6 30 9 2 3 2.9 32 17 1 1 0 3, 6 -.7 
2. Teachers listen 4 32 8 2 5 2.8 33 16 2 0 0 3, 6 -.8 
3. Student's time is 
well spent 4 29 14 2 2 2.7 34 13 2 1 0 3. ,7 -1.0 
4. Curriculum for beyond 
high school 7 27 9 4 4 2.8 36 12 2 0 0 3. ,7 -1.1 
5. Student performance 5 30 12 2 1 2.8 30 20 1 0 0 3. 6 -. 8 
6. Student performance 
is monitored 4 30 12 4 1 2.7 32 17 2 0 0 3, ,6 -.9 
7. Student behavior 3 26 14 6 1 2.5 28 21 1 0 0 3. ,5 -1.0 
8. Vote in school 
elections 31 12 7 1 0 3.4 40 11 0 0 0 3, .8 -.4 
9. Good learning climate 4 31 9 3 3 2.8 30 18 1 1 0 3, .6 -. 8 
10. Retain after four years 2 5 16 10 17 2.0 15 16 11 5 3 2. 9 -.9 
11. High teacher 
performance 3 26 14 2 4 2.7 33 15 2 0 1 3, .6 -.9 
12. Curriculum for 
employability 2 19 16 9 4 2.3 31 17 2 0 0 3, .6 -1.3 
13. Length of school year 5 9 23 9 4 2.2 13 13 15 7 3 2, .7 -.5 
14. Administrators listen 4 21 17 3 6 2.6 25 21 ? 0 3 3, .5 -.9 
15. Staff know student 
needs 2 13 25 9 1 2.2 24 23 2 1 0 3, ,4 -1.2 
16. Attends school 
functions 20 15 9 3 4 3.1 24 21 2 0 4 3. ,5 -.4 
17. Curriculum for life 1 19 19 6 5 2.3 35 12 2 1 0 3, .6 -1.3 
®SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agree, D=Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree, and ?=Don't Know. 
Table 9. Continued 
Actual 
SA° A D SD ? 
Question 4 3 2 1 0 Mean 
18. Length of school day 5 12 23 7 2 2 .3 
19. Volunteers feel 
comfortable 5 18 17 4 6 2 .5 
20. Community awareness 
of goals 5 17 18 8 2 2 .4 
21. High administrator 
performance 9 17 14 4 6 2 .7 
CM CM 
Retain after eight 
years 2 8 16 12 13 2 .0 
23. Student differences 3 19 15 7 7 2 .4 
24. Vote for levies 23 14 11 2 1 3 .2 
25. Express expectations 
to students 5 29 6 3 7 2 .8 
26. Retain seniors 9 14 13 6 9 2 .6 
27. Treat students fairly 5 24 12 6 4 2 .6 
28. Board meets goals 3 15 16 5 12 2 .4 
29. Parent needs are met 2 13 20 4 12 2 .3 
30. Student behavior (K-6) 4 27 11 1 7 2 .8 
31. Teachers know subjects 6 37 3 2 2 3 .0 
32. I volunteer 6 14 15 5 7 2 .5 
33. Board uses money well 4 16 12 13 5 2 .2 
34. Positive home/school 
relations 6 28 9 4 3 2, .8 
35. Student behavior (7-12) 1 18 16 6 10 2. 3 
Should be 
SA A D SD ? Mean 
4 3 2 10 Mean difference 
9 13 18 8 2 2.5 -.2 
19 27 2 1 2 3.3 -.8 
32 17 1 0 0 3.6 -1.2 
34 14 0 1 1 3.7 -1.0 
14 14 11 7 5 2.8 -.8 
27 20 2 0 2 3.5 -1.1 
26 14 6 3 2 3.3 -.1 
32 17 1 0 1 3.6 -.8 
30 17 1 2 1 3.5 -.9 
30 18 0 1 2 3.6 -1.0 
28 18 3 1 0 3.5 -1.1 
15 26 7 2 1 3.1 -.8 
27 22 0 1 0 3.5 -.7 
30 19 1 1 0 3.5 -.5 
19 19 4 0 4 3.4 -.9 
29 17 0 2 2 3.5 -1.3 
25 21 0 2 2 3.4 -.6 
27 19 1 1 3 3.5 -1.2 
Table 9. Continued 
Question 
SA® 
4 
A 
3 
Actual 
SD 
1 
D 
2 0 Mean 
SA 
4 
Should be 
A 
3 
D 
2 
SD 
1 0 Mean 
Mean 
difference 
36. Good teaching 1 33 11 1 4 2.7 30 19 1 0 1 3.6 -.9 
37. Express expectations 
to parents 2 32 10 5 2 2.6 26 23 1 0 1 3.5 -.9 
38. Student work vs. 
school standards 3 25 8 3 10 2.7 14 21 10 0 4 3.1 - .4 
39. Positive student 
rewards 5 34 6 2 4 2.9 27 24 0 0 0 3.5 -.6 
40. Express opinions 
to board 5 7 26 6 7 2.3 19 21 5 1 4 3.3 -1.0 
41. Community agrees 
with goals 0 16 19 10 6 2.1 18 26 2 1 4 3.3 -1.2 
42. Parents manage 
child's time 8 17 14 6 5 2.6 31 16 1 1 1 3.6 -1.0 
43. Academics vs. 
activities 10 33 5 1 2 3.1 20 29 1 0 1 3.4 -.3 
44. Administrators 
evaluate teachers 6 25 7 2 10 2.9 26 22 0 0 2 3.5 -.6 
45. Parents support 
children 7 18 13 6 6 2.6 31 17 1 0 1 3.6 -1.0 
46. Student work vs. 
state standards 7 20 6 3 14 2.9 14 23 7 2 4 3.1 -.2 
47. Students feel safe 6 23 13 5 4 2.6 35 15 0 0 1 3.7 -1.1 
48. I help to make a 
good school 14 29 4 2 2 3.1 30 18 2 0 1 3.6 -.5 
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Data from Table 9 have been clustered in Table 10 into eight 
constructs which consist of community involvement and the seven 
correlates. Of the 48 questions in the survey, six questions were grouped 
together to build each of the eight constructs which were labeled 
"Correlates of Effectiveness." This investigation measured the community 
members' perceptions of each of the eight constructs. 
The means in Table 10 are used for descriptive data only. The mean 
response, 3.0 (3=Agree), on community involvement performance and the mean 
response, 3.5 (4-Strongly Agree), of expectation were close. The 
difference in the means (.5) of what was performed and what was expected 
is the smallest of all correlates, yet the difference is statistically 
significant. From the practical viewpoint, however, the responses 
indicated that the community involvement is about what the respondents 
expect it should be in their community. 
Table 10. Means of survey responses by correlates 
Correlates of Actual Should be Mean 
effectiveness Mean® Mean difference 
Involvement 3.0 3.5 -.5 
Mission 2.4 3.5 -1.1 
Home/school 2.6 3.4 -. 8 
Time 2.6 3.2 -. 8 
Leadership 2.7 3.6 -.9 
Expectations 2.7 3.6 -.9 
Monitoring 2.5 3.1 -.6 
Environment 2.6 3.6 -1.0 
®4-Strongly Agree, 3=Agree, 2-Disagree, l=Strongly Disagree, and 
0-Don't Know. 
The questions on mission focused on the school staff's understanding 
of student needs, the school board meeting goals and objectives, and the 
school board using the financial resources appropriately. The mean, 2.4 
(2-Disagree), indicated the community members disagreed that the school 
had a mission that the community members understood or found appropriate. 
On the other hand, the expected mean, 3.5 (4-Strongly Agree), suggested 
the school should have a mission that was understood and deemed 
appropriate by staff and members of the community. The means of this 
correlate, found in Table 10, had the largest spread (1.1) of all the 
correlates between what was actually performed and what was expected. 
Do teachers and administrators listen to parents, plan activities to 
match parent needs and interests, establish positive relations with 
parents, and make non-school people feel comfortable at school? Do 
parents support their children at home by helping them manage their time 
so homework will get done? These are the types of questions asked to 
determine the kind of relationship that exists between home and school. 
The mean, 2.6 (3-Agree), pointed out that the answer to the questions was 
"no." The answer the community members expected was "yes," as was 
indicated by the mean, 3.4 (3-Agree). 
The community members were asked about the time students spent in 
school. The mean response was 2.6 (3-Agree). Their perception was that 
in their school system perhaps the students should go to school longer, 
their time should be better managed, and that there was room for 
improvement on the types of activities in which the students participate. 
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The mean response for what the community members expected of student time 
was 3.2 (3-Agree). 
Is the curriculum appropriate for students in today's world, do 
teachers deliver the curriculum in a meaningful manner, and do 
administrators make sure that teachers use current teaching strategies? 
According to the mean response, 2.7 (3=Agree), the community members 
agreed that those things were happening in their school as they expected. 
See Table 10 for comparisons. 
The next correlate, evaluating student performance, focused on the 
appropriateness of retaining students who did not meet the academic 
requirements after grades four, eight, and twelve. This correlate 
received next to the lowest mean, 2.5 (3-Agree), on how well their school 
performed as well as the lowest mean, 3.1 (3-Agree), on what was expected. 
This correlate also received the largest number of marks under the Likert-
type scale "?" (Don't Know). 
Providing students an environment which is safe, orderly, and 
conducive to learning is the last correlate. Do students behave in 
school, are they treated fairly, are they positively reinforced for good 
academic performance, and do they feel safe and secure in school are 
questions that were asked of community members. The mean response, 2.6 
(3-Agree), indicated that the community members agreed that this was the 
type of environment in their school system. However, the mean response, 
3.6 (4-Strongly Agree), was one of the highest expected means in the 
entire survey and suggested that this was the type of environment they 
expected for their students. 
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The means of all of the correlates are summarized in Table 10 and are 
used to establish an introduction for the eight hypotheses to be treated 
later. 
In order to reflect the impact of gender on the correlates, Table 11 
was created. On a scale where four indicated the strongest agreement and 
one indicated the strongest disagreement, the males rated the actual 
performance of their school higher on every correlate than did the females 
except for community involvement. Also, the males' expectations were 
equal to or lower than females on all correlates. Both males' and 
females' expectations were significantly higher than the school's 
performance. The impact of gender on the correlates is reported in 
Table 11. 
In order to determine if the level of education influenced how 
community members responded to the survey, Table 12 was created. Those 
who responded to the survey who had less than four years of college rated 
Table 11. Means of correlates, by gender 
Correlates of Actual Expected 
effectiveness Male Female Male Female 
Involvement 3.0 
Mission 2.5 
Home/school 2.7 
Time 2.7 
3.1 3.3 3.5 
2.3 3.4 3.5 
2.6 3.4 3.4 
2.6 3.1 3.2 
Leadership 2.8 
Expectations 2.8 
Monitoring 2.7 
Environment 2.8 
2.6 3.5 3.6 
2.7 3.5 3.6 
2.5 3.1 3.1 
2.6 3.4 3.6 
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the school's performance lower on all the correlates, without exception, 
than those who had four years of college or more. The largest differences 
in means were on mission and environment. Those with less than four years 
of college had a mean of 2.2 and 2.5 respectively (3-Agree), while those 
with four years of college or more had a mean of 2.6 and 2.9 respectively 
(3-Agree). Both groups' expectations were significantly greater than what 
was actually performed in the school system. But, once again, those with 
four years of college had lower expectations of the school than did those 
with four years of college or more. The impact of the level of education 
of the respondents on the correlates is reported in Table 12. 
Did the children's school status make any difference on how the 
survey participants responded to the survey? Table 13 was designed to 
answer that question. Those who responded to the survey who never had 
children in school rated the school's performance lower on all the 
correlates than those who had children in school. The largest difference 
Table 12. Means of correlates, by level of education 
Actual Expected 
Correlates of 
effectiveness 
<4 years >4 years 
college college 
<4 years >4 years 
college college 
Involvement 
Mission 
Home/school 
Time 
2.9 
2 . 2  
2 . 6  
2.5 
3.1 
2 . 6  
2.7 
2.7 
3.4 
3.5 
3.4 
3.1 
3.6 
3.5 
3.4 
3.3 
Leadership 
Expectations 
2 . 6  
2 . 6  
2.5 
2.5 
2.7 
2 . 8  
2.7 
2.9 
3.5 
3.6 
3.1 
3.5 
3.7 
3.7 
3.2 
3.7 
Monitoring 
Environment 
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in means was on school environment. Those who had no children in school 
had a mean of 2.5 (3-Agree), while those who had children in school had a 
mean of 2.8 (3-Agree). Both groups' expectations were significantly 
greater than what was actually performed in the school system. 
Nevertheless, those who had no children in school had lower expectations 
of the school than did those who had children in school. The impact of 
the children's school status is reported in Table 13. 
Table 13. Means of correlates, by children's school status 
Actual Expected 
Correlates of Never Never 
effectiveness in school In school in school In school 
Involvement 2, ,9 3.0 3.4 3.5 
Mission 2, ,3 2.5 3.4 3.6 
Home/school 2, ,5 2.7 3.3 3.5 
Time - 2, ,5 2.7 3.2 3.3 
Leadership 2, ,6 2.7 3.5 3.6 
Expectations 2. ,6 2.9 3.6 3.7 
Monitoring 2, ,5 2.6 3.1 3.1 
Environment 2, ,5 2.8 3.5 3.6 
In order to reflect the impact of income on the correlates, Table 14 
was created. The respondents who earned less than $30,000 rated their 
school's performance equal to or lower on all of the correlates than did 
those whose total household income was $30,000 or greater. The largest 
spread of means were with time and environment. Those who earned less 
than $30,000 had a mean of 2.4 and 2.5 respectively (2-Disagree), whereas 
those who earned $30,000 or more had a mean of 2.7 and 2.8 respectively 
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(3-Agree). Those who earned less than $30,000 had lower expectations on 
every correlate than did those who earned $30,000 or more. The largest 
mean spread was regarding the community's involvement. The impact of 
income on the correlates is reported in Table 14. 
Table 14. Means of correlates. by total household income 
Correlates of 
effectiveness 
Actual Exoected 
<$30,000 $30,000+ <$30,000 $30,000+ 
Involvement 2.8 3,1 3.3 3.6 
Mission 2.3 2,5 3.3 3.6 
Home/school 2.5 2,7 3.3 3.6 
Time 2.4 2,7 3.0 3.3 
Leadership 2.6 2,7 3.5 3.7 
Expectations 2.6 2,8 3.5 3.7 
Monitoring 2.6 2,6 3.1 3,2 
Environment 2,5 2,8 3.4 3.7 
Did the family status make any difference on how the survey 
participants responded to the survey? Table 15 is designed to answer that 
question. The demographic of family status was divided into two groups ; a 
family with two biological parents and Other (single and biological 
parent, two parents with stepmother, two parents with stepfather, and 
other). The group Other rated their school's performance lower on every 
correlate than did the group of biological parents. The largest 
difference in means (.5) in the entire survey was illustrated in this 
demographic with the correlate environment. The mean, 2.3 (2-Disagree) of 
the group Other in the correlate of environment was .5 lower than the 
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mean, 2.8 (3-Agree), of the group of biological parents. On the other 
hand, the expectations of both groups were very similar among all 
correlates. Both groups' expectations were significantly higher than what 
they perceived their school's actual performance had been. The rest of 
the results are reported in Table 15. 
Table 15. Means of correlates, by current family status 
Actual Expected 
Correlates of Biological Biological 
effectiveness Other parents Other parents 
Involvement 2.2 2.5 3.4 3.5 
Mission 2.2 2.5 3.4 3.5 
Home/school 2.4 2.7 3.4 3.4 
Time 2.3 2.7 3.1 3.3 
Leadership 2.5 2.7 3.6 3.6 
Expectations 2.5 2.8 3.6 3.6 
Monitoring 2.3 2.6 3.1 3.1 
Environment 2.3 2.8 3.6 3.6 
Inferential Data 
Eight hypotheses were presented to determine if there were 
statistically significant differences between how community members 
perceived the effectiveness of their schools, and what those same 
community members expected of their schools. A word of caution must be 
advised here. When there are four values on a Likert-type scale, a 
difference of only one value can make a statistically significant 
difference. The reader must decide if the difference of one value. 
Strongly Agree versus Agree, is really a practical difference. 
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Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference between community 
members' perceptions of the effective school 
correlates and their commitment to or support of the 
school system. 
This hypothesis was designed to determine if community members were 
supporting their school as much as they thought they should be. These 
survey questions focused on voting in school board elections, attending 
school events, supporting levies for financing the district, volunteering 
time, and expressing opinions to school board members. In Table 16 two 
means were compared by using a two-tailed t-test. The mean of the scores 
for community members' perceptions of their own support of the schools was 
3.0 (3-Agree), and the mean of how they thought they should support the 
schools was 3.5 (3-Agree). In each hypothesis the expected mean was 
subtracted from the actual performance mean. For Hypothesis 1, this 
resulted in a mean difference of -0.5 which was significant at the ,001 
level", and the null hypothesis was rejected. The respondents indicated 
that their commitment to or support of the school system was significantly 
lower than what was expected. 
Table 16. Community support of the school system 
Perceptions Number Mean 
Mean 
difference S.D. 
t 
value Probability 
Actual 51 3.0 -0.5 .54 -6.53 .001 
Expected 51 3.5 
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Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference between community 
members' perceptions of the actual practice and 
research recommendations regarding the mission of the 
school system. 
This hypothesis is designed to determine if community members 
perceived clear district goals and objectives (mission) that focus on 
student achievement. Did they see the school system as performing up to 
community expectations? This set of survey questions also focused on the 
school staff's understanding of student needs and the school board meeting 
goals and objectives by using financial resources appropriately. This 
section is also designed to determine if the community members agree with 
the goals and objectives of the school system. In Table 17, two means 
were compared by using a two-tailed t-test. The mean of the scores for 
the community members' perceiving that the school system has a clear 
mission was 2.4 (2»Disagree), and the mean of what they expected the 
mission to be was 3.5 (4-Strongly Agree). For Hypothesis 2, this resulted 
in a mean difference of -1.1 which was significant at the .001 level, and 
the null hypothesis was rejected. The respondents indicated that the 
school's performance regarding the mission of the school system was lower 
than what was expected. 
Table 17. Community perceptions of the school mission 
Perceptions Number Mean 
Mean 
difference S.D. 
t 
value Probability 
Actual 52 2.4 -1.1 .73 -10.95 .001 
Expected 52 3.5 
80 
Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference between community 
members' perception of actual practice and the 
research recommendations regarding home/school 
relationships in the school system. 
This hypothesis was designed to determine if community members 
perceived the relationship between school and home as meeting their 
expectations. This group of survey questions focused on staff listening 
to parents, making people feel comfortable about volunteering, planning 
activities to meet parents' needs and interests, establishing positive 
relationships with parents and community members, and parents supporting 
their children at home by managing time. Table 18 compares two means 
using a two-tailed t-test. The mean of the scores for the community 
members' perceptions of the actual relationship between home and school 
was 2.6 (3-Agree), and the mean of the expected relationships was 3.4 
(3-Agree). For Hypothesis 3, this resulted in a mean difference of -.79 
which"was significant at the .001 level, and the null hypothesis was 
rejected. The respondents indicated that the school's performance 
regarding home/school relationships in the school system was lower than 
what was expected. 
Table 18. Community perceptions of home and school relationships 
Perceptions Number Mean 
Mean 
difference S.D. 
t 
value Probability 
Actual 51 2.6 -.79 .60 -9.44 .001 
Expected 51 3.4 
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Hypothesis 4: There is no significant difference between community 
members' perceptions of the actual practice and the 
research recommendations regarding the time/ 
opportunity to learn in the school system. 
This hypothesis was designed to determine if community members 
perceive students' time being used efficiently. This set of survey 
questions concentrated on students' learning activities inside and outside 
of the classroom, length of school year, length of school day, and 
management of student behavior. Table 19 compares two means using a two-
tailed t-test. The mean of the scores for the community members' 
perceptions of students' use of instructional time was 2.6 (3~Âgree), and 
the mean of the expected use of time was 3.2 (3-Agree). For Hypothesis 4, 
this resulted in a mean difference of -.62 which was significant at the 
.001 level, and the null hypothesis was rejected. The respondents 
indicated that the school's performance regarding the time/opportunity to 
learn- in the school system was lower than what was expected. 
Table 19. Community perceptions of students' use of time 
Perceptions Number Mean 
Mean 
difference S.D. 
t 
value Probability 
Actual 51 2.6 
CM VO 
.55 -8.03 .001 
Expected 51 3.2 
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Hypothesis 5: There is no significant difference between community 
members' perceptions of the actual practice and the 
research recommendations regarding instructional 
leadership in the school system. 
This hypothesis was designed to determine the difference between the 
community members* perceptions of the actual instructional leadership and 
expected instructional leadership. This set of survey questions addressed 
the issues of curriculum, student employability, life skills, and the 
management of knowledgeable teachers with good delivery skills. Table 20 
compares two means using a two-tailed t-test. The mean of the scores for 
the community members' perception of the actual instructional leadership 
skills was 2.7 (3-Agree), and the mean of the expected instructional 
leadership was 3.6 (4-Strongly Agree). For Hypothesis 5, this resulted in 
a mean difference of -.92 which was significant at the .001 level, and the 
null hypothesis was rejected. The respondents indicated that the school's 
performance regarding instructional leadership in the school system was 
lower than what was expected. 
Table 20. Community perceptions of instructional leadership 
Mean 
Perceptions Number Mean difference 
t 
S.D. value Probability 
Actual 51 2.7 -.92 . 6 6  -9.96 .001 
Expected 51 3.6 
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Hypothesis 6: There is no significant difference between community 
members' perceptions of the actual practice and the 
research recommendations regarding the high 
expectations of students and staff in the school 
system. 
This hypothesis was designed to determine the difference between the 
community members' perceptions of staff and student expectations. These 
survey questions centered on the issues of student and staff performance 
levels, staff's clear expression of expectations to students and parents, 
and parent support of students' study habits at home. In Table 21, two 
means were compared using the two-tailed t-test. The mean of the scores 
for the community members' perceptions of the actual expectation levels 
was 2.7 (3-Agree), and the mean of the desired level of expectations was 
3.6 (4-Strongly Agree). For Hypothesis 6, this resulted in a mean 
difference of -.89 which was significant at the .001 level, and the null 
hypothesis was rejected. The respondents indicated that the school's 
performance regarding the high expectations of students and staff in the 
school system was lower than what was expected. 
Table 21. Community perceptions of student and staff expectations 
Perceptions Number Mean 
Mean 
difference S.D. 
t 
value Probability 
Actual 51 2.7 -.89 .61 -10.37 .001 
Expected 51 3.6 
84 
Hypothesis 7: There is no significant difference between community 
members' perceptions of the actual practice and the 
research recommendations regarding frequent monitoring 
of student performance in the school system. 
This hypothesis was designed to determine if community members 
perceived that student performance was checked against appropriate 
standards. This set of questions focused on frequent monitoring of 
student progress, passing minimum standards for advancement and 
graduation, and meeting local and state standards. Table 22 compares two 
means using a two-tailed t-test. The mean of the scores for the community 
members' perceptions of the actual monitoring process was 2.5 (3-Agree) 
and the mean of the expected monitoring process was 3.1 (3-Agree). For 
Hypothesis 7, this resulted in a mean difference of -.59 which was 
significant at the .001 level, and the null hypothesis was rejected. The 
respondents indicated that the school's performance regarding frequent 
monitoring of student performance in the school system was lower than what 
was expected. 
Table 22. Community perceptions of the monitoring process 
Perceptions Number Mean 
Mean 
difference S.D. 
t 
value Probability 
Actual 51 2.5 -.59 .62 - -6.82 .001 
Expected 51 3.1 
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Hypothesis 8: There is no significant difference between community 
members' perceptions of the actual practice and the 
research recommendations regarding a safe and orderly 
environment in the school system. 
This hypothesis was designed to determine if community members 
perceived the school environment to be safe, orderly, and conducive to 
learning. This group of survey questions explored student behavior, 
classroom setting, individual differences, fair treatment of students, 
rewards for academic performance, and the students' sense of security. 
Table 23 compares two means using a two-tailed t-test. The mean of the 
scores for the community members' perception of the actual learning 
environment was 2.6 (3-Agree), and the mean of the expected learning 
environment was 3.6 (4-Strongly Agree). For Hypothesis 8 this resulted in 
a mean difference of -.92 which was significant at the .001 level, and the 
null hypothesis was rejected. The respondents indicated that the school's 
performance regarding a safe and orderly environment in the school system 
was lower than what was expected. 
Table 23. Community perceptions of the learning environment 
Perceptions Number Mean 
Mean 
difference S.D. 
t 
value Probability 
Actual 51 2.6 -.92 .65 -10.04 ,001 
Expected 51 3.6 
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CHAPTER V, SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, 
DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This investigation revealed there was a difference between how a 
cross-section of community members perceived their local school system's 
actual performance and their perceptions of how the school system should 
have performed. Questions on how the school system should have performed 
were determined by what current research indicated were effective school 
practices. 
Chapter V has been organized into six sections; summary, conclusions, 
limitations, discussion, recommendations for practice, and recommendations 
for further research. 
Summary 
This investigation solicited input from community members as to how 
they perceived their school. The demographic categories were designed to 
help determine, how various segments of the community perceived school 
performance. The categories included gender, level of education, 
children's school status, total household income, race, and current family 
status. 
Regarding the demographic categories, those who responded to the 
survey had the following composite profile: approximately 9% more females 
than males; about 72% had formal education beyond high school; nearly 45% 
had children in school; almost 43% earned less than $30,000 per year; 98% 
were Caucasian; and 63% of the family units responding contained two 
biological parents. 
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The descriptive data revealed some interesting information. Except 
for community involvement, the males rated the actual performance of their 
school higher on every correlate than did the females. The females, 
however, had higher expectations regarding the correlates on a safe and 
orderly environment and time to learn. 
The respondents who had less than four years of college rated the 
school's performance lower than did those with four years of college or 
more. The largest mean differences were with mission and environment. 
The respondents who had less than four years of college had less 
expectations than those who had four years of college or more. 
Community members who did not have children in school rated the 
school's performance lower than those who had children in school. On the 
other hand, community members who had four years of college or more had 
one of the highest expectations of the school when dealing with correlates 
on leadership, high student and staff expectations, and school 
environment. 
The respondents who earned less than $30,000 per year rated their 
school's performance lower on all correlates than did those whose total 
household income was $30,000 or greater. The largest spread of means was 
with environment. 
The group, biological parents, rated the school's performance higher 
on all correlates than the group Other, The largest difference in means 
in the entire survey was illustrated in this demographic. The biological 
parent group rated the actual performance of the school in the correlate 
environment much higher (.5) than did the group Other. 
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It was also determined that the null of all eight hypotheses was 
rejected at the .001 level of significance. 
Interestingly, in Hypothesis 1 the first finding dealt with how 
community members perceived themselves, specifically with regard to their 
support and commitment to the school system. They rated themselves lower 
in school support than they felt they should be, although their ratings of 
their own actual practice were higher than any of the composite ratings 
they gave the school staff in the other seven categories. 
Hypothesis 2 should be especially interesting for school 
administrators since it deals with the mission of the school. The 
community members ranked it the lowest of the eight categories. 
Additionally, school mission had the largest gap between perceived actual 
and perceived expected. Current effective schools research indicated that 
a clear sense of mission is one of the fundamental correlates of an 
effective school. 
Hypothesis 3, home and school relationships, included questions about 
the staff's practice of listening to parents and making parents feel 
comfortable about being in school. This was one of only two correlates to 
not receive a single "Strongly Agree" rating in the actual practice 
survey. 
Hypothesis 4, time and opportunity to learn, dealt with questions 
including time on task, length of school day and school year. This was 
the other of the two correlates to not receive a single "Strongly Agree" 
in the actual practice survey. 
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Hypothesis 5, Instructional leadership, was the top one of the three 
correlates ranked highest in the composite "expected" survey, along with 
expectations and a safe environment. The composite score for the 
perceived actual practice was in the middle range of the survey, but the 
community members rated it as a high priority in expectations. 
Hypothesis 6, high expectations of students and staff, was identical 
in response patterns to the perceptions of instructional leadership. The 
composite score was in the middle range, but the community rated 
expectations as high on their "expected" list. 
Hypothesis 7 findings were no surprise. The school system selected 
for the investigation has been generally recognized as an excellent 
school, well managed and with no history of school community problems. 
Even so, in the category of frequent monitoring of student progress, the 
survey indicated that the community members expected more. This category 
appears to be more quantifiable than some of the others since it involves 
the actual assessment of student progress, such as tests, report cards, 
standardized tests, and parent-teacher conferences. Clearly, state and 
local standards are being met, yet the community indicated that it wanted 
more. 
Hypothesis 8, a safe and orderly environment, was the last of the 
three correlates ranked highest in community expectations. Again, the 
community perceived it as ranking in the middle range for actual practice, 
but they rated it very high in perceived expectations. It is 
understandable that they want a safe, orderly environment for students, 
and they want the students to feel secure. 
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Conclusions 
The following conclusions are the results of testing the hypotheses. 
It was determined that the null of all eight hypotheses was rejected at 
the .001 level of significance. 
1. Community members perceived their own involvement in their 
schools as less than they perceived as desirable. 
2. Community members perceived that the actual mission of their 
school system is less than they expected it to be. 
3. Community members perceived the actual home/school relationship 
as less than they expected it to be. 
4. The actual time and opportunity to learn was perceived lower than 
expected by community members. 
5. Instructional leadership was also perceived by the community 
members as being less in actual practice than they would expect in their 
school system. 
6. The expectations of the staff and students were perceived lower 
than the community members expected them to be. 
7. Community members also perceived the monitoring of student 
performance as less than they had expected. 
8. Community members perceived the safe and orderly environment of 
the school lower than they expected. 
Limitations 
The broad objective of the investigation was to measure community 
members' perceptions of the effectiveness of their public school system. 
This study was limited to a convenience random sampling (54 responses from 
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655 surveys) of one community of 30,144 residents. The name of the 
community is Mason City, Iowa, and it is the largest city in an area 
predominantly rural. The population is very stable with small numbers of 
racial minorities. The survey instrument was not tested for validity, 
reliability, or internal consistency by the use of the Cronbach alpha test 
of reliability. 
The random selection of subjects was limited to those found in the 
Mason City telephone directory. The telephone directory listing did not 
necessarily follow the boundaries of the Mason City school district. If 
residents had unlisted telephone numbers or no telephone, they did not 
have a chance to be part of the sample. The results of this investigation 
might not be valid for an urban or large school, community members not 
listed in the telephone directory, or a racially diverse community. 
Discussion 
There are a number of reasons why the survey results turned out the 
way they did. One reason might be that community members who did not have 
children in school rated the school's performance lower than those who had 
children in school. That makes it even more important to target the group 
without children to explain to them what school is all about, particularly 
on the correlate of school environment. In addition, it might be that the 
survey respondents interpreted the "expected" ratings as "ideal" ratings 
since all eight categories showed the same response pattern, a significant 
difference between actual and expected. 
Perhaps there was another reason that goes beyond the survey 
instrument itself. Maybe it had to do with the attitude or climate of the 
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community, the state, or even the nation as a whole with regards to 
education itself. The survey was conducted at a time when the nation was 
about to elect its President and Vice President. Candidates constantly 
reminded people how the educational system needed to be improved. At the 
same time, the candidates wanted to keep taxes down. If political 
candidates really do reflect the public's attitude, perhaps the community 
members simply expected more for the same educational dollar. 
In determining what the public thinks about the public school, the 
investigator has to keep in mind what school the public is evaluating. 
Over the last few years, the Gallup/Phi Delta Kappa Poll has indicated 
that the public has consistently given higher marks to their own school 
than to the public schools at large. 
The results of the 1992 Gallup/Phi Delta Kappa Poll illustrated that 
the public supports a longer school year. This investigation also found 
similar support for a school year of more than nine months. It might 
indicate that the community does not perceive the school schedule as 
meeting expectations. The pollsters concluded that the public is 
reasonably well informed about its schools, wants to see those schools 
improve, and is willing to provide the support to bring improvement to 
fruition. Again, this investigation found similar financial support for 
improving schools. Elam et al. (1992) interpret the results of the poll 
to suggest that what American education faces today is not a failure of 
public will but a failure of leadership. 
The biggest problem facing local public schools in 1992, according to 
the poll, was the lack of proper financial support. This was the first 
time since 1971 that the lack of financial support headed the list. The 
concern about drug use shared the top spot with the financial conditions 
of schools as it did in the 1990 Gallup/Phi Delta Kappa Poll. In the 1992 
poll, drug use was reported as a major concern with 22% of the 
respondents. A major finding of this investigation paralleled the poll 
results by indicating that the community members perceived their schools 
as less secure and safe than they expected. 
This investigation, the opinions of the subjects in the polls, and 
the findings in the literature on effective schools have many 
similarities. The public's desire to let low-income families use school 
facilities for early child care and education relates to the correlate of 
home/school relations. This correlate encouraged the school and home to 
work together to help the child be ready to learn upon entering school. 
The correlate of time/opportunity to learn addressed the debate regarding 
the amount of time students should spend learning. In order for schools 
to deal with these issues, they must have a clear and well-defined 
mission. 
The results of this investigation could be used by the school's 
administrators and board of directors in school districts with similar 
demographic characteristics as found in Mason City, Iowa. The results 
could help target particular groups of people to change their perceptions 
if these perceptions did not accurately reflect the school's performance. 
If the perceptions were accurate, school personnel could target 
performance that needed to be changed to meet the expectations of the 
community they serve. The literature on instructional leadership 
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confirmed the need for a paradigm shift of the leaders in the public 
schools. 
Recommendations for Practice 
1. School personnel should review their curriculum to be sure it 
meets the needs of students entering the work force, college, and life 
itself. 
2. School personnel should make every effort reasonable to get 
community members involved in their schools. The community members who 
feel the strongest about getting more involved are those who have less 
than four years of college. 
3. Community members who do not have children in school need to be 
informed as to what is happening in their school. They still have a vital 
interest in the school since a major portion of their taxes go to the 
school district. The largest difference in means was on school 
environment, a correlate that is easily impacted by the media. School 
personnel should invite community members into their buildings so they can 
see firsthand the type of environment in which students learn. 
4. Community members in households earning less than $30,000 per 
year should be another target group for school personnel, especially in 
the area of home/school relationships. School personnel should develop 
and implement a program that would reach out and train parents and 
volunteers to help students learn and achieve. 
5. Community members and staff alike must know the mission of the 
school. Since current research considers a clear mission to be 
fundamental, it is vitally important to do two things. First, make sure 
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the school system actually has a viable and visible mission. Secondly, 
communicate that mission, that sense of purpose, to the members of the 
community. 
6. Staff members need to be trained in how to deal with the public, 
how to make parents and nonpatents feel comfortable about being in school, 
how to make volunteers feel comfortable and feel wanted. This type of 
nurturing relationship does not just happen; it must be learned. 
7. School superintendents should use the survey from this 
investigation to gather data from their own communities. 
8. Instructional leadership ranks very high in the community's 
expectations. School system administrators need to make their leadership 
visible. Let the public know what the instructional leaders are doing. 
School administrators must also communicate their high expectations not 
only to students and teachers, but to the community members as well. 
9. The Board of Education should keep community members informed as 
to why and how they are spending taxpayers' money. 
10. School personnel need to encourage community members to do 
volunteer work and attend school functions by providing incentives to 
senior citizens, grandparents, and other individuals. 
As a final word of caution, it should be noted that the individual 
correlates are not predictive of student success ; all correlates are 
necessary for effectiveness. The correlates are not causal. 
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Recommendations for Further Research 
A research project often raises many new questions, and this 
investigation was no exception. Recommendations for other studies include 
the following: 
1. The survey could be replicated with more emphasis on a higher 
return rate. Perhaps a booth could be set up in a shopping mall where 
people could be asked to complete a survey immediately. The surveys could 
be delivered to the home of the individual respondent, and the pollster 
could wait for the subject to finish the survey. If that was too time 
intensive, perhaps a randomly selected group of people could be invited to 
a banquet and asked to fill out the survey before eating. Perhaps an 
incentive of a dollar bill could be used to encourage the respondents to 
return the survey. Perhaps the survey itself could appear less 
"professional" and more "homey" so that it appears to be something the 
local school district would initiate. Perhaps a shorter and easier 
version of the instrument would raise the response rate. Radio and 
television advertising could be used to draw attention to the importance 
of the survey and to inform the community as to when the survey would be 
conducted. 
2. Additional research is needed to determine if urban schools or 
more racially mixed populations would yield similar results. 
3. Further investigation is needed to determine how to communicate 
the mission of the school district to the community in terms the community 
understands. 
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4. More research is needed to determine if the results would be 
different in a school district where the quality of the school is really 
in question. 
5. More investigations are needed to determine if the size of a 
community affects the degree of community involvement with the schools. 
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APPENDIX. 
DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENT 
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INSTRUMENT CONSTRUCTION 
This study will develop a self-report measure to assess perceptions 
of the school district by the community and will survey a sample size of 
500 community members. 
The instrument will examine community perceptions in the following 
areas: 1) mission, 2) home/school/community relations, 3) time and 
opportunity to learn, 4) instructional leadership, 5) high expectations of 
students and staff, 6) frequent monitoring of student performance, 
7) safe and orderly environment, and 8) community involvement. 
The instrument is intended to provide school administrators with 
research-based information on the public's perceptions of the school 
district. 
The title of this instrument will be "School District Improvement 
Inventory for Community Members." 
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The following table was developed from a review of literature on 
effective schools, other survey instruments, and the School Improvement 
Inventory (SII) from the School Improvement Model Project at Iowa State 
University. 
CATEGORIES OF QUESTIONS 
Dimensions Descriptions 
Question 
Numbers 
Mission 
Home/School/ 
Community Relations 
Time/Opportunity 
to Learn 
There are clear district goals 
and objectives that focus on 
student achievement. 
Teachers, administrators, and 
community members listen and 
support one another. 
Students spend appropriate time 
at school and the time is well 
used. 
1,15,20, 
28,33,41 
2,14,19, 
29,34,42 
3,13,18, 
30,35,43 
Instructional 
Leadership 
High "Expectations of 
Students and Staff 
Frequent Monitoring of 
Student Performance 
The curriculum is appropriate and 4,12,17, 
the delivery system reflects the 31,36,44 
current teaching strategies. 
Students and staff are expected to 5,11,21, 
perform at their ability level and 25,37,45 
communicate the expectations to 
parents. 
Student performance is checked 6,10,22 
against standards often enough 26,38,46 
to ensure the student succeeds. 
Safe/Orderly 
Environment 
Community Involvement 
The school environment is safe 
and conducive to learning. 
Community and parents must 
support schools and demonstrate 
commitment to participating in 
school activities related to 
learning. 
7,9,23, 
27.39.47 
8,16,24 
32.40.48 
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SCHOOL DISTRICT IMPROVEMENT INVENTORY 
FOR COMMUNITY MEMBERS 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
This inventory is designed to gather information about how you view your 
school system. 
Please circle the numbar that best describes vour status or opinion. 
A. NAME: Do NOT write your name. NO NAMES WILL BE USED. 
B. SEX: 1 Male, 2 Female 
C. HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION: 
Did not graduate from high school 
Graduated from high school 
Graduated from community college or vocational school ... 
Graduated from college with a baccalaureate degree 
Graduated from college with a graduate degree 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
D. CHILDREN'S SCHOOL STATUS (Circle the single best answer): 
Never have had children 1 
Children never attended school in this district 2 
Children did attend but are not currently in school 3 
Children are currently in school 4 
E. TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME: F. RACE: 
0 - 10,000 1 
10,001 - 30,000 2 
30,001 - 50,000 3 
50,001 - 70,000 4 
Over 70,000 5 
Caucasian 1 
Black 2 
Hispanic 3 
Native American .... 4 
Other 5 
G. CURRENT FAMILY STATUS: 
Single and biological parent 1 
Two biological parents 2 
Two parents with stepmother 3 
Two parents with stepfather 4 
Other 5 
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PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING DIRECTIONS 
Please mark your answers for the school system as a whole, rather than for 
specific individuals or buildings. 
Examine each item on the following pages carefully. First, indicate by 
circling the appropriate letter in the column to the left of the statement 
indicating the degree to which you perceive each item is being performed 
by your school system (actually performed). 
Next, indicate by circling the appropriate letter in the column to the 
right of the statement indicating your perception of the degree to which 
each item should represent the expectations of the school system (should 
be expected). 
Scale of Perceptions 
SA-Strongly Agree A-Agree D-Disagree SD-Strongly Disagree ?-Don't Know 
Actually Should be 
Performed Expected 
SA A D SD ? 1. The school board has appropriate SA A D SD ? 
goals and objectives. 
SA A D SD ? 2. Teachers listen to parents' SA A D SD ? 
concerns and act accordingly. 
SA A D SD ? 3. Students' time at school is SA A D SD ? 
spent on quality learning 
activities. 
SA A D SD ? 4. The curriculum is appropriate SA A D SD ? 
to prepare students for 
schooling beyond high school. 
SA A D SD ? 5. Students are expected to perform SA A D SD ? 
at their ability level. 
SA A D SD ? 6. Student performance is checked SA A D SD ? 
often enough so that students 
and teachers know how well 
students are progressing. 
SA A D SD ? 7. Student behavior in the school SA A D SD ? 
system is appropriate for the 
student's age level. 
SA A D SD ? 8 .  I vote regularly in school 
board elections. 
SA A D SD ? 
Ill 
SA—Strongly Agree A—Agree D—Disagree SD—Strongly Disagree ?=Don't Know 
Actually Should be 
Performed Expected 
SA A D SD ? 9. The student classroom setting SA A D SD ? 
is good for learning. 
SA A D SD ? 10. After the first four years of SA A D SD ? 
school, the student whose 
academic performance is not 
acceptable is held back for 
a year. 
SA A D SD ? 11. Teachers perform at high SA A D SD ? 
ability levels. 
SA A D SD ? 12. The curriculum is appropriate SA A D SD ? 
to prepare students to be 
employable upon graduation. 
SA A D SD ? 13. The school year of nine SA A D SD ? 
months is not long enough. 
SA A D SD ? 14. Administrators listen to SA A D SD ? 
parents' concerns and act 
accordingly. 
SA A D SD ? 15. School teachers and administra- SA A D SD ? 
tors have a clear understanding 
of each student's academic 
and personal needs. 
SA A D SD ? 16. I regularly attend school SA A D SD ? 
activities, events, and 
celebrations. 
SA A D SD ? 17. The curriculum is appropriate SA A D SD ? 
to prepare students for life. 
SA A D SD ? 18. The current length of a school SA A D SD ? 
day is not long enough for 
students. 
SA A D SD ? 19. People feel comfortable about SA A D SD ? 
volunteering to work in the 
school system. 
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SA-Strongly Agree A-Agree D-Dlsagree SD-Strongly Disagree ?-Don't Know 
Actually Should be 
Performed Expected 
SA A D SD ? 20. The community is aware of the SA A D SD ? 
school board's goals and 
objectives. 
SA A D SD ? 21. Administrators perform at high SA A D SD ? 
ability levels. 
SA A D SD ? 22. After the first eight years SA A D SD ? 
of school, the student whose 
academic performance is not 
acceptable is held back for 
a year. 
SA A D SD ? 23. The school system provides SA A D SD ? 
for individual student 
differences. 
SA A D SD ? 24. I generally vote in favor of SA A D SD ? 
taxes to meet the school 
system's financial needs, 
such as levies and bond 
issues. 
SA A D SD ? 25. Academic expectations are SA A D SD ? 
clearly expressed to students 
by teachers. 
SA A D SD ? 26. The student who has not met SA A D SD ? 
the standards of the school 
system is not allowed to 
graduate. 
SA A D SD ? 27. Students are treated fairly SA A D SD ? 
in the school system. 
SA A D SD ? 28. The school board is meeting SA A D SD ? 
its goals and objectives. 
SA A D SD ? 29. The staff in the school system SA A D SD ? 
plan activities to match 
parent needs and interests. 
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SA-Strongly Agree A-Agree D-Disagree SD-Strongly Disagree ?-Don't Know 
Actually Should be 
Performed Expected 
SA A D SD ? 30. Teachers effectively manage SA A D SD ? 
student behavior in the 
elementary school (K-6) so 
that they can spend time on 
instructional activities. 
SA A D SD ? 31. Teachers are knowledgeable SA A D SD ? 
about the content of their 
subject areas. 
SA A D SD ? 32. I volunteer my time and talent SA A D SD ? 
to the school system to serve 
as a mentor, tutor, teacher 
assistant, or resource person 
in the instructional program. 
SA A D SD ? 33. The school board is properly SA A D SD ? 
using its financial resources 
to accomplish its goals and 
objectives. 
SA A D SD ? 34. The school staff establishes SA A D SD ? 
positive relationships with 
parents and/or community members. 
SA A D SD ? 35. Teachers effectively manage SA A D SD ? 
student behavior in secondary 
school (7-12) so that they can 
spend time on instructional 
activities. 
SA A D SD ? 36. Teachers deliver the content SA A D SD ? 
of their courses in a meaning­
ful way to students. 
SA A D SD ? 37. Expectations of students are SA A D SD ? 
clearly communicated to parents. 
SA A D SD ? 38. Student progress is determined SA A D SD ? 
by comparing student performance 
with the school system's standards. 
SA A D SD ? 39. Students are rewarded in a SA A D SD ? 
positive manner for academic 
performance. 
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SA-Strongly Agree A-Agree D=Disagree SD-Strongly Disagree ?-Don't Know 
Actually 
Performed 
SA A D SD ? 40. 
SA A D SD ? 41. 
SA A D SD ? 42. 
SA A D SD ? 43. 
SA A D SD ? 44. 
SA A D SD ? 45, 
SA A D SD ? 46. 
I regularly express my 
opinions to the local school 
board members about the 
decisions they make. 
Community members generally 
agree with the goals and 
objectives of the school 
system. 
Parents support their 
children at home by managing 
their children's time so 
homework can be completed. 
Appropriate amount of student 
time is spent on activities 
such as field trips, assemblies, 
music, drama, sports, etc. 
Administrators make sure 
teachers use up-to-date 
teaching methods. 
Parents support their children 
by providing a place to study, 
ensuring rest, limiting T.V. 
time, etc. 
Student progress is determined 
by comparing student performance 
with the state's standards. 
Should be 
Expected 
SA A D SD ? 
SA A D SD ? 
SA A D SD ? 
SA A D SD ? 
SA A D SD ? 
SA A D SD ? 
SA A D SD ? 
SA A D SD ? 47. Students feel secure and safe in 
their school. 
SA A D SD ? 
SA A D SD ? 48. I try to do what I can to provide 
the best schools possible for our 
community. 
SA A D SD ? 
THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY. 
